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Joseph  S.  Gulino 
Melrose  Representative  to  the  Logan  CAC 


25  Apple  Hill  Road 
Melrose,  MA  02176 


"  April  20.  1999 

Bob  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention:  MEPA  Office 

Arthur  Pugsley,  EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street  -  20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02025 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

I  am  writing  to  ask  you  for  your  help  in  opposing  Massports  expansion  plans  for 
Logan  Airport. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  given  Massports  increased  air  traffic  projections,  that  this 
new  runway  does  not  begin  to  address  delays  at  Logan  Airport. 

Massport  is  projecting  an  increase  in  flight  operations  from  the  current  500,000 
per  year  to  750,000  per  year.  Yet  this  new  runway  is  projected  to  handle  only 
75,000  flights  per  year.  Where  will  the  other  175,000  planes  go,  and  how  will 
existing  delays  improve  under  this  scenario?  By  the  time  this  new  runway  would 
be  operational,  any  temporary  relief  would  be  marginal  at  best. 

Massport  argues  that  this  new  runway  will  provide  relief  to  the  communities 
surrounding  the  airport.  That  seems  to  be  at  odds  with  the  opinions  of  the 
people  who  live  in  those  communities. 

I,  too,  am  one  who  fails  to  see  this  conclusion.  What  I  see  is  Massports  ability  to 
increase  flight  operations  to  a  guaranteed  120  average  operations  per  hour, 
from  an  existing  average  of  90  operations  per  hour  now.  This  would  seem  to  me 
to  be  an  expansion  plan,  and  not  a  delay  reduction  plan,  and  this  would  also 
seem  to  place  a  greater  burden  on  the  communities,  not  any  relief. 

I  would  argue  that  the  burden  of  airport  traffic  should  be  shared  by  all 
communities  that  use  the  airport,  kind  of  like  a  "pay  to  play"  rule.  By  this  I  mean 
that  Logan  is  at  its  capacity  and  by  Massports  estimates,  40-60%  of  the  people 
who  use  Logan  live  outside  of  the  Route  128  belt. 


Logan  is  only  1 ,200  acres,  and,  as  many  Major  airports  go,  relatively  small  in 
comparison  to  the  newer,  major  10,000  acre  airports  that  have  been  built  or 
expanded  around  the  country. 

I  support  Mayor  Menino,  Congressman  Markey,  Congress  Capuano  and  other 
political  and  social  leaders,  as  well  as  the  the  community  group  CARE's 
recommendation  for  a  blue  ribbon  commission  to  study  and  strategize  on  our 
regional  transportation  system  and  to  look  for  long  teVm  solutions  to  the 
Commonwealth's  transportation  needs,  including  the  siting  of  a  new  major 
airport. 

This  would  alleviate  safety  and  environmental  concerns  in  the  immediate 
Metropolitan  area  of  Boston  including  but  not  limited  to  reductions  in  air  and 
ground  transportation  in  the  City  of  Boston,  reductions  in  noise  and  air  pollution, 
and  an  increase  in  quality  of  life  issues,  etc.,  etc.. 

I  find  it  unconscionable  that  Massport  to  date  has  spent  Millions  of  dollars, 
considers  this  new  runway  to  be  a  delay  reduction  plan,  and  at  the  same  time 
admits  that  they  have  failed  to  look  at  any  long  term  solutions  that  are  obviously 
necessary  to  bring  our  air  transportation  system  into  the  21st  century. 

Massport  claims  to  be  a  good  neighbor,  and  yet,  as  the  City  of  Melrose 
representative  to  the  CAC,  I  am  a  bit  confused  by  this  claim.  I  asked  massport 
at  a  meeting  of  the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC),  if  they  would  come  to  our 
City  to  explain  to  our  Mayor,  Board  of  Alderman  and  our  homeowners  and 
taxpayers  the  effects  of  this  new  runway  on  our  community.  Betty  Derosier,  with 
Director  Peter  Blute,  standing  right  there,  said  that  they  would.  But  when  I  called 
at  the  request  of  our  Mayor  and  Board  of  Alderman  to  schedule  this  meeting, 
Massport's  response  was  "  we  have  reconsidered  our  position  with  respect  to 
individual  community  presentations"  (see  attached  letter). 

Melrose  has  and  continues  to  experience  an  increase  in  air  traffic  and  noise, 
and  I  have  come  to  the  belief  that  it  is  expected  to  triple.  Today,  according  to 
Massports  estimates,  Melrose  experiences  4%  of  all  airport  traffic,  which  will 
increase  to  12%.  On  current  volume  of  500,000  operations  today,  that  is 
currently  20,000  flights  per  year  increasing  to  60,000  flights  per  year  over 
Melrose  and  will  increase  to  90,000  flights  per  year  when  volume  levels  reach 
the  expected  750,000  flights  per  year.  Yet  Massport  doesn't  consider  Melrose  to 
be  adversely  impacted.  I  find  this  outrageous  and  ask  for  your  help  in  holding 
Massport  accountable. 

Massport's  computer  generated  flight  models  do  not  even  show  a  jet  flying  over 
Melrose,  yet  I  can  look  up  in  the  skies  on  just  about  any  given  day  and  I  can 
show  you  many  jets  flying  over  Melrose. 

Massport  was  very  careful  in  documenting  their  public  participation  quota. 
However,  it  is  my  feeling  that  they  shyed  away  from  any  real  public  participation. 


as  evidenced  by  their  eagerness  to  push  this  project  through  in  two  months  after 
a  20  month  period  of  self  imposed  delay. 

I  share  the  sentiments  of  many  that  this  DEIS/DEIR  document  is  flawed  in  it's 
selection  of  outdated  weather  and  flight  data  information,  its'  lack  of  analysis 
and/or  inclusion  of  potential  solutions  to  delay  and  expansion  scenarios  (i.e. 
peak  period  pricing  and  Hanscom  field,  etc.)  and  it  is  my  opinion  that  it  is  flawed 
in  it's  conclusion  that  this  is  the  answer  to  reducing  delays  and  solving  the 
Commonwealth's  air  transportation  needs. 

I  urge  you  to  join  the  political  and  social  leaders,  and  the  communities  and  the 
people  who  oppose  this  new  runway  and  proposal,  until  such  time  as  Massport 
updates  it's  data  and  considers  and  includes  some  long  term  solutions  to  this  air 
transportation  problem. 

Boston  is  a  World  Class  City,  and  the  people  and  businesses  of  the 
Commonwealth  deserve  a  World  Class  and  Long  Term  solution  to  their  air 
transportation  needs. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  help. 


Attachment 


CCJohn  Silva,  Manager,  FAA  Airports  Division  Environmental  Programs 
John  DeVillars,  New  England  Regional  Administrator  EPA 
Melrose  Mayor  Patrick  Guerrierro 
Melrose  Board  of  Alderman 
State  Representative  Michael  Festa 
State  Senator  Richard  Tisei 
Logan  CAC  Chair 
CARE  Board 


iUo^eph  S.  Gulino, 
Melrose  representative 
to  the  Logan  CAC 
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Letter  96 
Community  Advisory 
Committee  Representative,  iVIelrose 

Joseph  S.  Gulino 


Code     Topid  Topic  2  Comment 

96.1     i  Enviromental  Blue  Ribbon  I  support...recommendation  for  a  blue  ribbon  commission 

Review  pANEL  ;  to  study  and  strategize  on  our  regional  transportation 

Process  i  system.... 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with  a 
final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings  were 
held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of  the  public, 
concemed  agencies  and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from 
the  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 

As  summarized  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  a  number  of  studies  that 
address  regional  transportation  planning  issues  have  been 
conducted  over  the  last  ten  years.  These  studies  have  concluded 
that  the  Airside  Project  at  Logan  Airport,  the  expansion  of  the 
regional  airports,  and  the  implementation  of  high  speed  rail  are  all 
necessary  for  meeting  the  short-term  and  long-temi  inter-city 
travel  needs  of  the  New  England  region.  These  regional 
recommendations  are  in  various  stages  of  implementation. 

Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  entire 
region's  air  transportation  system,  along  with  a  discussion  of 
alternative  modes,  specifically  high-speed  rail,  and  describes  the 
regional  study  and  its  major  conclusions. 
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Code 

96.2 


Topic  1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Public  Process     Concemed  about  openness  of  public  participation 
process. 


Response 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review  process 
during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Public  comments 
were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it  was  filed  during  the  summer  of 
1995.  In  the  fall  of  1995,  several  public  scoping  sessions  were 
held  to  provide  community  input  to  the  subsequent  state  and 
federal  scopes  for  the  project.  To  assure  that  the  Airside  analysis 
was  conducted  with  awareness  and  input  from  all  concemed 
parties,  the  l\/lassport  Board  established  the  Airside  Review 
Committee  (ARC),  which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory 
Committee  (with  representatives  from  24  communities 
surrounding  Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry 
organizations.  Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants  for 
the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to  professionally 
assess  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the  Airside  Study. 
Between  1995  and  1999,  IWIassport  held  16  meetings  with  the 
ARC,  an  additional  15  meetings  with  just  the  CAC,  and  several 
meetings  with  the  CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made 
29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent 
Logan  Airport's  neighboring  communities,  and  Massport  held 
45  meetings  with  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching  an 
audience  of  more  than  3,000  people.  During  the  public  comment 
period  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  FAA  held  two  public  hearings. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Govemor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with  a 
final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings  were 
held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  bacl<ground,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of  the  public, 
concemed  agencies  and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from 
the  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 


Letter  96:  Community  Advisory  Committee  Represeptative  -  l\/lelrose,  Joseph  8.  Gulino 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


6.3 


Delay 


Topic  2  Comment 

Model  . .  .document  is  flawed  in  its  selection  of  outdated  weathier 

i  and  flight  data  information,  its  lacl(  of  analysis  and/or 
;  inclusion  of  potential  solutions  to  delay  and  expansion 

scenarios  (i.e.  peak  period  pricing  and  Hanscom  field, 

etc.).... 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  updated  information  for 
1 998— the  latest  year  for  which  actual  Logan  Airport  data  are 
available.  1993  was  adopted  as  the  base  year  when  the  Airside 
Improvement  studies  commenced  in  1994.  The  primary  function 
of  the  Base  Year  analysis  is  to  calibrate  the  airfield  operation 
models  and  environmental  impact  models.  The  benefits  and 
impacts  of  the  action  alternatives  (Altematives  1, 1  A,  2  and  3)  are 
assessed  by  comparing  these  not  with  the  base  year,  but  with 
Altemative  4,  the  No-Action  Alternative.  The  planning  scenanos 
for  37.5  and  45  million  passengers  represent  a  range  of  future 
activity  at  Logan  Airport  expected  in  the  2010  to  2020  time  frame. 
Analysis  of  1 98 1  to  90  weather  with  1 989-98  weather  identifies  no 
significant  differences  in  statistical  properties. 
The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
contain  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand  management  altemative  at 
Logan  Airport.  PPP  is  not  recommended  for  implementaton  at 
this  time  because  airiine  overscheduling  is  not  a  major  contributor 
to  current  delays  at  Logan  Airport.  However,  as  a  mitigation 
measure,  Massport  has  proposed  to  implement  a  Peak  Penod 
Monitoring  System  to  detemiine  if  airiine  overscheduling  is 
emerging  based  on  future  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Massport 
believes  that  initiation  of  this  monitoring  program  will  provide  the 
necessary  market  signals  to  encourage  carriers  to  make  efficient 
use  of  available  facilities  at  Logan  Airport.  Should  the  monitoring 
program  indicate  that  overscheduling  conditions  are  likely  to 
develop,  Massport  is  prepared  to  initiate  a  process,  as  described 
in  Section  4.5.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  to  initiate  the 
rule-making  process  to  implement  PPP  at  that  time. 
The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field  in 
the  analysis  of  regional  altematives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft  operations 
(183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field  activity 
includes  private,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi  operations  that 
might  othenwise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed.  Shuttle  America,  a  newly  founded  airiine, 
began  commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field, 
offering  limited  turiDoprop  sen/ices  to  short-haul  regional  martlets 
-Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware 
(discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  Amenca  is  also 
conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and  New  Yori< 
LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports  commercial  service 
at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its  established  policy  (60-seat 
regulation),  it  believes  that  Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as 
a  major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity 
to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will 
prevent  its  development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport. 
Additionally,  commuter  airiines  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely 
to  move  a  significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on 
Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to  other  Logan  Airport 
flights.  However,  any  new  commercial  sen/ice  initiatives  proposed 
for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the 
Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR),  its  Annual  Updates,  and  applicable 
regulatory  limitations,  and  shall  be  considered  by  the 
Hanscom  Field  Advisory  Committee.  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Field.  The 
environmental  impacts  of  commercial  sen/ices  at  Hanscom  Field 
are  summarized  from  the  HGEIR  and  appear  in  Appendix  B  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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LETTER  97 


April  19th. 1999 

\ 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsiey-EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:  Draft  EIR  logon  Airside  Improvements  -  EOEA  #10458 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

For  over  two  years  as  Revere's  alternate  CAC,  I  have  attended  CAC  meetings,  reviewed 
the  draft  EIR,  and  attended  several  Massport  Presentations  to  various  neighborhoods. 
I  feel  that  the  proposed  Logan  Airside  Improvements  are  unfair  to  the  "close-in" 
neighborhoods  and  that  the  "improvements'  offer  no  serious  long  term  relief  to  the 
impacted  neighborhoods.  I  also  believe  that  the  main  thrust  of  the  "improvements"  is  not 
to  reduce  delays,  but  to  optimize  the  capocit/  of  Logan  so  more  flights  may  be 
accomodated. 

1 .  Reduction  of  the  Decision  Point  Minimum 

We  a'fe  opposed  to  the  lowering  of  the  decision  point  minimum  on  runway  22L.  To 
quote  from  the  draft  EIS/EIR;  "If  the  reported  visibility  at  the  airport  Is  less  than  the 
published  minima  for  the  approach,  the  pilot  must  wait  until  the  weather  improves,  use 
another  runway  or  divert  to  another  airport."^  Reducing  the  minimum  will  allow  more 
planes  to  land  in  inclement  weather.  This  will  mean  more  planes  on  runway  4/22  during 
bad  weather  and  would  allow  on  operating  gain  of  94  hours  to  Massport.  At  35  planes 
landing  on  hour.  Revere  would  have  an  increase  of  approximately  3200  operations.  The 
Beachmont  hill  in  Revere  is  120  feet  with  a  50  foot  building  on  top.  Planes  are  flying  at 
less  than  500  feet  at  this  point  over  our  homes  and  they  are  less  than  300  feet  over  the 
elderly  housing. 

In  Mossports  presentation  at  the  VFW  in  Beachmont  Massport  explains  how  the  lowering 
of  the  minimum  will  benefit  Revere  by  changing  the  decision  point  closer  to  the  airport. 
This  brings  the  decision  point  over  East  Boston.  In  Mossports  presentation  at  the  Orient 
Heights  Yacht  Club  the  slide  showing  the  decision  point  was  omitted.  Was  this  because 
it  does  not  benefit  the  Orient  Heights  neighbors? 

I  ask  that  you  find  the  Draft  inadequate  in  this  matter,  especially  since  the  subject  did  not 
appear  in  volume  one.  Most  people  did  not  even  review  this  as  they  did  not  receive 
volume  3  technical  appendix  in  which  this  subject  is  referenced.  The  document  also 
does  not  indicate  that  a  50  foot  building  is  atop  Beachmont  Hill  and  implies  a  false 
perspective. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project.  Volume  3  p.  1  'overview* 


2.  Runway  14/32 


Runway  14/32  has  been  presented  to  the  community  as  a  way  of  reducing  delay  for 
Massport.  tt  is  also  purported  to  distribute  operations  more  evenly  amongst  neighboring 
communities.  The  new  runway  will  allow  Massport  to  operate  in  high  Northwest  winds. 
This  does  not  affect  operations  on  4/22  which  cannot  be  used  in  this  weather.  So  there 
is  no  relief  to  us  in  high  Northeast  winds  with  14/32  operating.  With  mild  weather 
conditions  14/32  could  possibly  provide  some  relief  to  our  community.  However  with 
Massports  growth  projections,  our  neighborhood  will  return  to  the  same  intolerable  level 
in  just  a  few  years. 

3.  Proposed  Centerfield  Taxiway 

The  new  centerfield  taxiway  will  make  runways  4/22  more  attractive  to  use.  This  would 
offset  the  purpose  of  sharing  the  burden  of  operations  with  other  communities.  PRAS 
goals  have  not  been  met  in  the  post  and  this  'improvemenf  will  certainly  not  provide 
relief  to  Revere.  East  Boston,  or  Winthrop. 

4.  Noise 

The  Draft  EIR  addresses  noise  with  updating  aircraft's  to  Stage  Three.  Currently  85% 
of  operation  at  Logan  are  Stage  Three  and  all  late  night  operation  are  restricted  to 
Stage  Three.  Stage  three  is  still  a  very  noisy  aircraft,  loud  enough  to  woke  you  up 
at  3AM.  Therefore  Stage  Three  is  inadequate  in  resolving  noise  pollution. 
It  should  be  mandated  that  all  aircraft  be  no  louder  than  65  decibels. 

The  Draft  EIR  does  not  provide  any  long  term  solution  to  Massports  propensity  to  grow, 
nor  does  it  address  the  consequences  to  the  impacted  communities,  the  injustice  to  the 
'close-in*  communities. 

1  am  a  life-long  resident  of  Beachmont ,  the  most  highly  impacted  area  of  Revere,  living 
within  the  70  to  often  well  above  85  decibel  noise  contour  from  Logan.  Sound  -proofing 
is  not  suitable  mitigation  for  the  environmental  injustice  inflicted  upon  us.  We  need  strict 
night  time  curfews,  effective  from  10PM  to  7AM.  An  operational  cap  should  be 
implemented  at  Logan.  With  limited  land  size,  hasn't  Logan  really  reached  it's  capacity? 
Sound-proofing  should  be  expanded  to  include  central  air-conditioning.  Trees  should  be 
planted  to  absorb  some  of  the  noise.  Noise  and  air  pollution  monitors  (such  as  those 
requested  by  our  community  and  not  received)  should  be  made  available  to  all 
impacted  neighborhoods. 

Logan  as  it  exist  today  is  here  to  stay.  With  its  own  projection  for  growth,  and  subsequent 
noise,  our  neighborhoods  will  be  extinct  in  the  future. 

The  Draft  EIR  fails  to  look  seriously  at  a  second  major  Airport,  which  would  be  the  only 
real  solution  for  impacted  communrties. 


Respectfully, 


Deborah  A.  Santiono-McHatton 
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Community  Advisory  Committee 
Representative,  Revere  Alternate 
Deborah  A.  Santiano-IVIcHatton 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

97.1 

Alternative 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

We  are  opposed  to  the  lowering  of  the  decision  point 
minimum  on  runway  22L...This  will  mean  more  planes  on 
runway  4/22  during  bad  weather.... 

Reducing  the  cun'ent  landing  minimums  for  Runways  15R,  22L, 
and  27  at  Logan  Airport  does  not  equate  to  a  reduction  in  the 
existing  levels  of  safety.  Aircraft  would  follow  the  same  arrival 
paths,  at  the  same  altitudes  as  today,  but  the  location  at  which 
a  missed  approach  procedure  would  be  initiated  would  be 
moved  closer  to  the  airport.  Ideally,  whenever  possible,  the 
lowest  minimums  are  used  to  ensure  the  greatest  availability  of 
a  runway  during  poor  weather.  Although  normally  categorically 
excluded  from  the  NEPA  review,  the  Airside  Project  study 
included  modeling  of  changes  in  runway  availability  due  to 
reductions  in  the  approach  minimums  and  an  analysis  of  the 
potential  impacts  on  community  noise  exposure  that  may  result. 
Appendix  D  indicates  a  0.1  percent  increase  in  equivalent  jet 
amvals  on  Runway  22  and  no  increase  in  equivalent  jet 
departures  on  Runway  4  with  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  and 
Reduced  Minimums. 

97.2 

Noise 

Runway  14/32 

...there  is  no  relief  to  us  in  high  Northeast  winds  with  14/32 
operating.  With  mild  weather  conditions  14/32  could 
possibly  provide  some  relief  to  our  community. 

In  high  northeast  winds,  Runway  4R  is  the  primary  njnway. 
However,  in  milder  northeast  winds,  Runway  14/32  would 
provide  some  relief. 

97.3 

Alternatives 

Taxiw/ay 
Improvements 

The  new  centerfield  taxiway  will  make  runways  4/22  more 
attractive  to  use... this  'improvement'  will  certainly  not 
provide  relief  to  Revere,  East  Boston,  or  Winthrop. 

The  taxiway  improvements  are  designed  to  improve 
ground  movement  efficiency  and  safety,  and  to  reduce  taxiing 
delays;  thereby  reducing  associated  noise  and  emissions. 
When  using  Runways  22L/R  for  departures,  the  Centerfield 

Taxiway  would  provide  an  alternate  taxi  route  for  Runway  22L 
j  departures  to  bypass  the  queue  for  Runway  22R,  thereby 

reducing  taxiway  congestion  and  associated  noise  and 
emissions.  Runway  22L  departures  represent  less  than 
ten  percent  of  the  total  departures.  Under  existing  conditions, 
aircraft  needing  to  depart  on  Runway  22L  (typically  heavy  jets, 
such  as  747s  with  long  takeoff  distance  requirements)  must 
wait  in  the  queue  on  Taxiway  November  with  aircraft  departing 
on  Runway  22R.  With  the  Centerfield  Taxiway,  aircraft 
departing  on  Runway  22L  could  depart  quickly  after  reaching 
the  runway  end,  and  the  number  of  aircraft  queuing  on 
Taxiway  November  should  decline.  Also,  the  aircraft  on  the 
Taxiway  November  should  be  smaller,  implying  lower  noise  and 
air  quality  emissions.  With  the  addition  of  Runway  14/32,  use  of 
Runways  22R  and  22L  for  departures  would  decline. 

Hushkitted         Therefore  Stage  Three  is  inadequate  in  resolving  noise         Stage  3  is  not  the  final  answer  to  aircraft  noise.  However,  the 
Aircraft  pollution.  It  should  be  mandated  that  all  aircraft  be  no  louder    retirement  of  hushkitted  Stage  3  aircraft,  the  continued 

than  65  decibels.  development  of  quieter  aircraft,  and  the  ongoing  research  for 

quieter  future  aircraft  offer  significant  hope  for  the  future. 

However,  a  noise  limit  of  65  dBA,  which  is  well  below  the 

federal  limits  for  automobiles  and  tmcks,  is  not  appropriate  for 

aircraft. 


97.4 


Noise 
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Code 

97.5 


Topic  1 

Environmental 
Justice 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


Comment 

...[The  Draft  EIR  does  not]  address  the  consequences  to 
the  impacted  communities,  the  injustice  to  the  'close-in' 
communities. 


97.6  Noise 


Sound 
Insulation 


Sound-proofing  is  not  suitable  mitigation  for  the 
environmental  injustice  inflicted  upon  us. 


97.7       Regional  Regional 
I  Transportation  Aiiports 


The  Draft  EIR  fails  to  look  seriously  at  a  second  major 
Airport.... 


Response 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal  Executive 
Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In 
addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income  populations  was  expanded 
to  include  households  at  1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  This 
analysis  found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse 
disproportionate  impact  to  low-income  and  minority  populations 
caused  by  the  Preferred  Altemative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income  or 
minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  is  minority, 
compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population  of 
38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  associated 
with  the  Preferred  Altemative  includes  a  predominately 
Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is  predicted  under 
worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an  increase  of  0.6  dB  or 
less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change  is  not  a  significant 
adverse  impact.  The  minority  and  low-income  populations  in 
South  Boston  and  East  Boston  affected  by  the 
Preferred  Altemative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are  almost  identical  to 
the  No  Action  Altemative.  The  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Preferred  Altemative  does  not  extend  into  Jamaica  Plain, 
Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  I^itigation  of  the  increased  noise 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be  provided  to  affected 
communities  in  the  form  of  residential  sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is  presented 
In  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Sound  insulation  does  not  totally  mitigate  aircraft  noise. 
However,  it  reduces  the  noise  inside  the  dwelling  unit  to 
improve  the  indoors  environment  and  reduce  the  impact  on 
indoor  human  activities,  such  as  speech  communication  and 
sleeping. 

While  the  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  would 
bring  additional  homes  within  the  criteria  for  inclusion  in  the 
sound  insulation  program,  the  inside  of  these  homes  will  have 
lower  noise  levels  than  they  would  have  had  without  sound 
insulation  under  the  No  Action  Altemative. 

Comment  noted. 


Letter  97:  Community  Advisory  Committee  Represeptative  -  Revere  Alternate,  Deborah  A.  Santiano-McHatton 


Conservation  Law  Foundation 


LETTER 


Apnl  23.  1999 


1/ Robert  Durand 

Secretan'  of  Environmenial  Affairs 

100  CaiTibriuge  Street 

20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:  MEPA  Office  (Anhur  Pugsley) 
John  C.  Silva 

Manager.  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division.  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Re:      Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report.  EOEA  #10458 

Gentlemen: 

Enclosed  for  tiling  please  tlnd'th'e  Comments  of  the  Conser\'ation  Law- 
Foundation  on  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Drat't  Environmental 
Impact  StatemenL  Repori  submincd  by  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority.  CLF  urges  the 
Massachusetts  Secretary  ol'  En\  ironmental  Affairs  and  the  Administrator  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  to  find  that  the  DEIS/R  is  inadequate,  and  to  require  that 

While  an  extremely  \  aluable  asset  tor  Boston  and  the  region.  Logan  Airport  has 
serious  environmental  impacts,  ranging  from  the  noise  impacts  of  planes  to  the  motor 
vehicle  air  pollution  attributable  to  the  airport.  New  England's  largest  generator  of  motor 
vehicle  trips.  CLF  is  \  ery  skeptical  of  the  need  for  either  expanded  runway  capacity  at 
Logan  or  a  new  regional  airpon.  cither  to  reduce  delays  or  accommodate  passenger 
growih.  Tlie  sought-after  bcnetus  of  such  facilities  can  be  obtained  through  less 
environmentally  harmtul  means:  namely,  if  Logan  operated  more  et'fic-ently  (through 
■"peak  hour  pricing"  or  other  runway  pricing  reforms)  and  better  use  was  made  of  intercity 


Conservation  Law  Foundation 

rail  service  as  v,'eli  as  other  regional  airports  which  travelers  could  reach  by 
environmentally  responsible  modes  of  transportation,  including  rail. 

Massport  was  tasked  with  analyzing  in  the  DEIS/R  whether  these  measures  could 
be  alternative  means  for  addressing  flight  delays  at  Logan.  Unfortunately,  Massport  did 
an  inadequate  job  of  performing  this  analysis.  Accordingly,  Massport  has  failed  to  make 
its  case  that  the  proposed  "airside  improvements,"  of  which  Runway  14/32  is  the  most 
prominent  example,  are  the  least  environmentally  damaging  way  to  address  the  delay 
question  which  Massport  is  ostensibly  addressing.  If  Massport  continues  to  seek  to  build 
this  runway,  it  must  next,  in  a  Supplemental  DEIS/R,  fairly  and  thoroughly  assess  these 
important  alternative  measures. 

Masspori's  failure  adequately  to  consider  admjnistrative  n^easures  like  peak-hour 
pricing  and  the  potential  of  rail  and  other  airports  as  alternative  ways  of  addressing 
Logan's  flight  delays  is  related  to  a  larger  and  -  more  serious  problem:  the  absence  of  a 
regional  strategy  for  dealing  with  Massport's  ominous  growth  projections  for  Logan. 
Massport  estimates  that,  whether  or  not  the  proposed  runway  is  built,  Logan's  present 
level  of  26.5  million  passengers  per  year  will  grow  to  between  37.5  and  45  million . 
passengers  by  2010.  A  major  regional  planning  initiative  is  needed  right  now  —  before 
additional  capacity  is  provided  at  Logan  —  to  address  how  to  plan  for  this  projected 
demand  in  the  most  efficient  and  environmentally  sensitive  way  possible.  While  outside 
the  scope  of  MEPA  or  FAA  formal  review,  CLP  urges  Massport  and  appropriate  state 
agencies  in  Massachusetts  to  initiate  a  planning  process,  in  partnership  with  officials  from 
Rhode  Is!  and  and  iScvv'  Hampshire  and  with  other  stakeholders  from  around  the  region,  to 
develop  a  worKable,  sustamable  suaiegy  for  handling  inter-cit)'  travel  demand  in  the 
region.  The  plan  would  address  both  goals  for  use  of  rail  service  and  other  airports  and 
specific  strategies  for  attaining  those  goals. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Stephen  H.  Burrington  Bermet  Heart  Seth  L.  Kaplan 

General  Counsel  Senior  Attorney  Staff  Attorney 


cc:  Massport 


COMMENTS  OF  THE  CONSERVATION  LAW  FOUNDATION 
ON  THE  LOGAN  AIRSIDE  IMPROVEMENTS  PLANNING  PROJECT 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT/REPORT 

EOEA  No.  10458 

April  23,  1999 

Submitted  by  Seth  L.  Kaplan,  Bennet  Heart,  and  Stephen  H.  Burrington 
1.  Istroductioc 

The  Conservation  Law  Foundation  (CLP),  a  member-supported,  non-profit 
environmental  advocacy  organization  founded  in  1966,  has  been  involved  with  Logan 
Intemational  Airport  related  issues  for  many  years.  CLE's  mission  is  to  work  to  solve  the 
environmental  problems  that  threaten  the  people,  natural  resources,  and  communities  of 
New  England,  and  the  plans  and  actions  of  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport)  at 
Logan  Airport  have  regularly  warranted  our  attention.  Historically,  when  the  subject  of 
meeting  increasing  demand  for  air  travel  in  the  region  has  come  up,  one  of  two  options  are 
put  on  the  table:  Logan  cannot  grow  to  accommodate  projected  demand,  so  we  need  to 
build  a  "second  airport"  (in  a  location  with  no  transit/rail  access)  or  Logan  needs  to  grow 
even  if  it  is  zl  the  expense  of  "cighbcring  coniiiiiiiiities.  CLF  has  rsisctsd.  both  f>o^•UOTlS. 
Several  years  ago  CLF  opposed  pians  to  "bank*'  land  for  a  second  regional  airport  on  the 
grounds  that  no  such  facility  would  be  needed  if  Logan  operated  more  efficiently  and 
better  use  was  made  of  existing  regional  airports  and  rail.  CLF  has  also  argued,  in 
comments  on  Logan  plans  filed  under  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(MEPA),  that  Massport  should  use  "peak  hour  pricing"  to  help  de-congest  Logan's 
runways  and  reduce  the  disproponionate  use  of  the  airport  by  smaller  planes. 

Massport  now  comes  forward,  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report 
(DEIS/R)  under  consideration,  with  a  highly  controversial  proposal  to  build  an  additional 
runway  at  Logan  ~  a  proposal  Massport  unsuccessfully  advanced  thirty  years  ago  -  and 
make  .'^ertain  other  infrastrucmre  End  operational  changes.  The  stated  purpose  of  the 
runvay  and  ihe  other  proposec  inrrasirjciiire  ar*c  cperaiiona;  changes  ;5  to  address  flight 
delays  at  Logan,  not  expand  Logan's  capacity.  Given  the  magnitude  of  the  proposal,  the 
clear  direction  provided  by  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs'  November  1995 
Certificate  on  the  Environmental  Notification  Form  (ENF),  and  the  over  three  years  that 
Massport  has  had  to  prepare  this  DEIS/R,  Massport  should  have  returned  with  a  document 
containing  a  first-rate  alternatives  analysis,  both  with  respect  to  peak  period  pricing  and 
other  landing  fee  reforms,  as  well  as  the  role  of  other  airports  and  rail  travel. 
Unfortimately,  however,  the  DEIS/R  alternatives  analysis  fails  on  both  counts.  First, 
Massport's  submission  fails  to  adequately  assess  the  potential  to  reduce  delays  and  make 
Logan  more  efficient  through  better  administration  of  the  existing  airport  -  like  revamping 
landing  fees  and  implementing  "peak-hour  pricing,"  a  measure  that  would  discourage  small 
planes  from  clogging  the  airport  during  busy  times.  Second,  it  fails  to  adequately  consider 
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the  potential  of  other  airports  in  the  region  and  rail  service  to,  in  conjunction  with  runway 
pricing  reform,  handle  enough  of  Logan's  present  and  future  business  so  as  to  largely 
alleviate  the  delay  problem  flagged  by  Massport.  Most  notably,  Massport  fails  to  consider 
the  potential  for  T.F.  Green  Airport  in  Warwick,  Rhode  Island,  and  the  Manchester  Airport 
in  Manchester,  New  Hampshire,  to  service  more  than  merely  their  discrete  geographic 
areas.  These  "regional  reliever"  airports  already  serve,  and  can  provide  far  greater  service 
in  the  future  to,  the  Greater  Boston  metropolitan  area.  This  is  similar  to  the  fiinction  that 
Newark  Airport  serves  in  the  New  York  City  area,  and  that  Dulles  and  Baltimore- 
Washington  Airports  serve  in  metropolitan  Washington,  D.C. 

Massport's  failure  to  adequately  consider  administrative  measures  like  peak-hour 
pricing  and  the  potential  of  T.F.  Green  and  Manchester  airports  is  related  to  a  larger  and 
more  serious  problem:  the  absence  of  a  regional  strategy  for  dealing  with  Massport's 
ominous  growth  projections  for  Logan.  Massport  estimates  that,  whether  or  not  the 
proposed  runway  is  buih,  Logan's  present  level  of  26.5  million  passengers  per  year  will 
grow  to  between  37.5  and  45  million  passengers  by  2010.  A  major  regional  plarming 
initiative  is  needed  right  now  --  before  additional  capacity  is  provided  at  Logan  —  to 
address  how  to  plan  for  this  projected  demand  in  the  most  efficient  and  environmentally 
sensitive  way  possible. 

Essentially,  Massport  is  proposing  a  short-term  solution  to  a  long-term  problem.  If 
the  DEIS/'R  is  accurate,  then  the  "nirslde  improvements"  Massport  proposes  will  simply 
reduce  delay  at  Logan  tempcranly  until  the  unrelenting  surge  in  passengers  using  Logan 
and  resulting  airplane  operations  overwhelms  even  an  expanded  airport.  Massport's  failure 
to  address  the  long  term,  however,  does  not  mean  that  the  DEIS/R  adequately  addresses  the 
short-term  question  of  delay  and  what  alternatives  exist  to  remedy  that  situation.  The 
DEIS/R  fails  to  address,  in  an  effective,  appropriate  and  sufficiently  thorough  manner,  a 
number  of  important  issues  identifled  in  the  Secretary's  Certificate  on  the  ENF. 
Consequently,  the  EOEA  Secretary  pur'suant  to  his  authority  under  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  .Act.  as  well  as  the  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  in  her  role  as  the  federal  official  who  will  have  to  issue  a  record  of 
decision  for  this  process,  should  require  that  a  Supplemental  Draft  Envirormiental  Impact 
Statement/Report  be  prepared  to  deal  with  the  issues  which  have  not  been  adequately 
addres.std  ir;  thw  DEIS-k.  \\  wouto  not  be  sufncieni  *o  address  the  der.ciericies  identified  in 
the  following  comments,  and  the  deficiencies  identified  by  other  commentors,  in  a  Final 
EIS/R.  The  breadth  and  depth  of  the  deficiencies  are  such  that  they  require  the  preparation 
of  a  Supplemental  DEIS/R  which  will  begin  to  address  the  critical  issues  and  concerns 
overlooked  in  the  DEIS/R. 

While  the  supplemental  DEIS/R  is  being  prepared,  Massport  can,  in  cooperation 
with  the  FAA,  initiate  a  revised  landing  fee  and  peak  period  pricing  pilot  program. 
Working  with  the  FAA  to  develop  and  implement  such  a  pilot  program  would  effectively 
insulate  such  a  program  from  the  legal  challenges  which  undermined  Masspon's  1988 
effort  to  reform  Logan's  landing  fees  to  improve  airport  operations.  The  results  of  such  a 
pilot  program  can  be  incorporated  in  the  supplemental  DEIS/K..  Additionally,  during  this 


same  critical  time  period  Massport  will  be  able  to  better  assess  the  emerging  reality  of 
high-speed  rail  in  New  England.  The  supplemental  DEIS/R  should  reflect  actual  data,  and 
enhanced  projections  based  on  such  data,  from  the  actual  operation  of  Amtrak's  Acela  high 
speed  rail  service  as  well  as  revised  data  and  projections  concerning  the  use  and  role  of  the 
other  regional  airports.  Finally,  while  the  supplemental  DEIS/R  is  being  prepared,  we 
urge  Massport  and  other  leading  state  officials  to  join  with  their  counterparts  in  Rhode 
Island  and  New  Hampshire,  along  with  other  interested  parties  throughout  the  region,  to 
develop  a  workable,  sustainable  plan  for  inter-city  travel  in  New  England.  The  plan  would 
address  both  the  roles  the  different  airports  and  rail  services  should  be  serving  and  how 
best  to  ajJow  these  airports  to  piay  fnose  rcles  by.  smong  other  measures,  fostering  c'ean, 
non-aatcmcbi!e  oriented  ground  transportatiori. 

II.      The  alternatives  analysis  in  Massport's  DEIS/R  is  inadequate  and  requires 
that  a  Supplemental  DEIS/R  be  prepared. 

A.      Massport  fails  to  adequately  assess  the  potential  to  address  Logan's  delay 
problems  through  better  use  of  other  airports  and  rail  travel. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  left  no  doubt  in  her  Certificate  that  the 
"off-airport  alternatives"  to  Logan  expansion,  namely  better  use  of  other  airports  in  the 
region  and  rail  travel,  had  to  be  thoroughly  examined  in  the  DEIR.  Noting  that  this  issue 
had  '■■generated  £ub?tantial  and  thcughtfiil  ccmmcnian'  frair.  maiiy  agencies,  citizens,  and 
organizations '  and  that  she  herself  had  "spoken  at  length"  on  the  "need  for  an  analysis  of 
increased  use  both  of  other  regional  airports  and  intermodal  transportation  as  viable 
alternatives  to  increased  operations  at  Logan"  in  her  Certificate  on  Massport's  1994 
Generic  EIR  for  Logan,  the  Secretary  stated  that  "the  Draft  EIR  should  discuss  these  off- 
airport  altemaiives  and  analyze  the  potential  each  has  to  divert  passengers  and/or  cargo 
from  (and  lower  the  operational  impacts  of)  Logan  Airport."  (ENF  Certificate,  p.  3) 
Massport  does  discuss  these  issues,  of  Course,  but  in  an  entirely  inadequate  manner. 

Massport  asserts  that  no  matter  what  happens  at  other  airports  and  on  the  rail 
system,  the  number  of  passengers  demanding  flights  to  or  from  Logan  will  rise  to  between 
31    cj"^     rpTlHnr!  Kv      C)  TViic  tc  Spfottcg  j-'ac<"nQ'+  conc!"d'*s  t^at  'he  best  t^iit  can  be 
hopea  for  "rom  "^egiona:  aiiematives"  is  ci.  diversion  cf  7.3  millicn  passengers,  cji  amount 
about  the  size  of  the  growth  projection  range.  Massport  essentially  says  that  no  matter 
what  happens  with  other  airports  or  rail,  there  still  will  be  a  delay  problem.  There  are  at 
least  three  problems  with  Massport's  approach.  First,  it  is  entirely  reactive  rather  than 
proactive;  Massport  does  not  concern  itself  with  what  significant  steps  it  might  take  to 
boost  this  diversion  number  (although  Massport's  recent  renewed  interest  in  making  better 
use  of  Worcester  Airport  is  an  encouraging  development).  A  second  closely  related 
problem  is  Massport  failure  to  assess,  with  or  without  such  an  enhanced  Massport  role,  the 
potential  of  rail  travel  and  other  airports,  most  notably  T.F.  Green  and  Manchester  airpoits, 
to  handle  more  of  the  traffic  currently  being,  or  projected  to  be,  handled  by  Logan.  Third, 
Massport  ignores  the  possibility  that  under  different  growth  scenarios  for  other  airports, 
Logan  Airport's  flight  mix,  so  inefficiently  burdened  with  small  general  aviation  and 
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regional  carriers,  could  be  significantly  altered  so  that  Logan's  flight  operations  per  year 
could  decrease  enough  to  alleviate  delays. 

i.  Massport's  passive  approach  to  regional  alternatives. 

Massport  offers  a  disappointingly  passive  approach  when  it  comes  to  the  potential 
to  serve  travelers  through  facilities  other  than  Logan.  Massport  suggests  that  the  only  role 
it  can  play  regarding  'alternative  travel  choices  to  provide  relief  to  Logan"  is  to 'assist  in 
their  "promotion."  (DEIS/R  at  2-38.)  As  an  independent  quasi-public  authority  Massport 
has  broad  powers  allowing  it  to  engage  in  a  wide  range  of  activities.  If,  for  example, 
Masspon  were  Ic  deiermine  t.nai  enienng  uiio  a  Memcranduni  ofUadcT^ianding  with 
Amtrak  under  which  Massport  agreed  to  subsidize  increased  service  to  and  from  South 
Station  to  help  reduce  delay  at  Logan,  there  would  be  no  legal  impediment  to  the  execution 
of  such  an  agreement  by  Massport.  Massport's  varied  aviation,  maritime  and  development 
activities  demonstrate  the  many  roles  that  a  public  authority  can  play.  Indeed,  even  if  we 
were  to  accept  the  falsely  limited  notion  of  Massport's  role  as  a  "promoter"  of  regional 
alternatives,  there  is  no  analysis  of  the  effect  that  different  degrees  and  types  of  efforts  in 
this  area  by  Masspon  would  have  on  use  of  such  "alternative  travel  choices."  What 
Massport  should  have  done  is  present  a  wide  range  of  alternatives  in  the  DEIS/R  in  which 
enhancements,  improvements  and  changes  to  a  wide  range  of  regional  transportation 
facilities  were  proposed  and  analyzed  and  the  role  that  Massport  could  play  in  facilitating 
these  enhancements,  improvements  and  changes  was  described. 

ii.  The  emerging  role  of  rail  for  travel  within,  as  well  as  to  and  from,  New 
England. 

1.  The  coming  of  Accia:  three  hours  door  to  door  from  Boston's  Financial 
District  to  Midiown  Manhattan. 

Massport  acknowledges  that  high  speed  rail  in  the  Boston  to  New  York  corridor  is 
immment  and  will  capture  some  of  Logan's  Boston  to  New  York  traffic.  Massport  relies 
on  outdated  1994  Amtrak  data  for  its  projections,  however.  Since  the  preparation  of  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  and  4(f)  Statement  for  Northeast  Corridor 
Improvemeni  Project  Eiecinficaiion  in  1994  by  the  Federal  Railroad  Admimstration,  more 
retined  projections  cf  ridership  on  the  new  high  speed  Aceia  service  have  been  prepared 
and  utilized  by  Amtrak.  In  the  Supplemental  DEIR,  Massport  should  utilize  Amtrak's 
most  current  ridership  projections.  Moreover,  as  noted  above,  requiring  the  preparation  of 
a  supplemental  DEIS/R  will  give  Massport  the  gift  of  time,  time  that  will  allow  it  to  utilize 
an  analysis  of  the  aciiial  operations  of  the  new  Acela  High  Speed  Rail  as  well  as  updated 
projections  of  total  ridership  based  on  new  data  gleaned  from  actual  operations  in  the 
supplemental  EIS/R. 

2.  The  T.F.  Green  connection:  the  DEIS/R  ignores  the  critical  rail 
developments  in  the  Boston/Rte.  128  Station/Providence/T.F,  Green 
segment  of  the  Northeast  Corridor. 


The  DEIS/R  fails  to  mention  the  proposed  construction  of  a  major  new  intermodal 
transportation  facility  which  will  reshape  even  further  our  regional  transportation  system: 
the  train  station  at  T.F.  Green  Airport  in  Warwick,  Rhode  Island.  A  NEPA  Environmental 
Assessment  is  being  prepared  for  the  station,  and  construction  should  be  completed  and  the 
station  operational  by  the  end  of  2001 .  The  State  of  Rhode  Island  and  the  Commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts  have  entered  into  an  agreement  regarding  the  extension  of  MBTA 
commuter  rail  to  T.F.  Green.  CLF  has  learned  from  Amtrak's  Vice  President  for  Policy 
and  Planning  that  Amtrak  will  stop  Acela  Express  (high  speed)  trains  at  T.F.  Green  station 
if  there  is  sufficient  passenger  demand  and  that  all  Acela  Regional  (conventional  y^jntrak 
service)  nams  are  expected  lo  siop  there.  He  suggested  that  st  is  possible  that  Amtrak 
operations  at  T.F.  Green  may  follow  a  pattern  similar  to  its  past  operations  at  the 
Baltimore- Washington  International  Airport  (BWI)  station.  When  BWI  Airport  Rail 
Station  opened  for  operations  Amtrak  scheduled  stops  at  that  station  for  approximately 
one-third  of  the  trains  on  the  comdor  passing  the  airport.  Today,  only  one  Amtrak  train 
traversing  that  corridor  fails  to  stop  at  BWI  Airport  Rail  Station,  all  other  Amtrak  trains 
(roughly  90%  of  Amtrak  trips  in  that  corridor)  stop  at  BWI  to  pick  up  and  discharge 
passengers. 

The  DEIS/R  simply  ignores  these  facts,  which,  in  the  very  near  future,  will  make  it 
much  easier  for  people  in  Boston  and  the  southern  suburbs  of  Boston  in  or  near  the  Route 
1 2S  corridor  to  gain  access  lo  T.F.  Green  Airport  m  Rhode  Island.  As  discussed  above,  the 
massive  Northeast  Comoor  ran  improvement  and  electntication  project  will  speed  rail 
travel  on  the  existing  Northeast  Corridor,  the  passenger  rail  route  connecting 
Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island.  The  agreement  between  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  and  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  to  extend  commuter  rail  service  to  the  T.F. 
Green  train  station,  coupled  with  Amtrak  service,  will  provide  frequent  service  between  the 
T.F.  Green  Station  and  Massachusetts  stations  such  as  South  Station  and  Back  Bay  Station 
in  Boston  and  Route  128  Station,  which  sits  at  the  intersection  of  the  lowns  of  Dedham, 
Westwood  and  Canton  and  where  the  MBTA  is  presently  building  a  2.670  space  parking 
garage.  This  direct  service  might  be  augmented  by  proposed  Rhode  Island  Department  of 
Transportation  rail  shuttle  sen'ice  which  would  provide  rapid  and  coniinual  service 
between  the  Providence  train  station  and  T.F.  Green.  No  attempt  is  made  in  the  DEIS/R  to 
discuss  these  rapidly  approaching  changes  in  the  rail  corridor  betu'een  Boston  and  PJiode 
Island  and  to  assess  the  impact  that  these  changes  wiii  have  on  passenger  behavior  and 
choice  and  resulting  demand,  congestion,  delay  (or  reductions  in  such  factors)  at  T.F. 
Green  and  Logan. 

3.       Amtrak  service  to  Portland:  an  impending  reality  and  a  service  with  great 
potential,  especially  when  high  speed  rail  service  and  possible  air  passenger  service 
at  Pease  are  considered. 

Amtrak  service  on  the  Portland-Boston  corridor  is  scheduled  to  commence  in  1999. 
The  Transportation  Secretaries  of  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire  and  Maine  have  jointly 
requested  that  Amtrak  convert  this  line  to  high-speed  service.  This  line  passes  very  close 
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to  Pease  International  Tradeport.  an  airport  with  tremendous  unused  runway  capacity,  and, 
evidently,  there  is  a  rail  right  of  way  from  this  corridor  to  Pease  which  could  be  used  to 
easily  ferry  passengers  from  Amtrak  trains  to  Pease. 

While  the  DEIS/R  does  discuss  the  upcoming  restoration  of  passenger  rail  service 
on  the  Portland-Boston  comdor.  there  is  no  sophisticated  quantitative  analysis  of  the 
impact  that  such  service  would  have  on  the  regional  transportation  system  and  no  mention 
of  Pease  in  this  context.  The  DEIS/R  fails  to  present  alternatives  which  would  increase  the 
use  of  this  rail  service  so  there  is  no  study  of  whether  such  alternatives  would  reduce  delay 
induced  by  small  plane  traffic  between  Maine  communities  and  Logan.  Additionally,  the 
DEIS/K  should  have  acicnowiedged  the  possible  miroauction  ot  high-speed  rail  to  this 
corridor  and  analyzed  the  impact  that  such  a  change  would  have  on  demand  for  service  at 
Logan." 

iii.      The  role  of  other  airports  in  the  regional  transportation  system. 

The  DEIS/R's  analysis  of  the  role  that  other  airports  in  the  region  can  play  fails  to 
address  the  possibility  that  travelers  from  within  Route  495,  and  even  in  some  cases  within 
Route  128,  will  choose  to  use  other  airports  besides  Logan.  The  DEIS/R  only  examines 
the  ability  of  airports  like  Manchester,  T.F.  Green  and  Worcester  to  "recapture"  their  local 
markets  from  Logan,  overlooking  the  ability  of  these  airports  to  attract  passengers  from 
meiropoiiian  Boston  and  from  ihe  rest  of  the  region.  This  deficiency  ignores  a 
phenomenon  occurring  at  mis  very  moment,  as  Southwest  Airlines  aggressively  and 
successfully  markets  its  Manchester  and  T.F.  Green  service  to  residents  of  metropolitan 
Boston.  .^11  the  airports  of  New  England,  from  Bradley  which  could  serve  as  an  alternative 
hub  for  major  carriers  to  the  smallest  municipal  airport  which  can  provide  a  home  for  a 
two-seater  General  Aviation  craft,  should  be  integrated  into  such  an  analysis.  Of  course, 
growth  at  other  airports  would  have  to  be  carefully  managed  and  should  be  integrated  into 
the  regional  ground  iransponaiion  network  so  travelers  are  using  environmentally 
responsible  modes  for  travel  to  and  from  these  airports.  A  well  managed  regional 
iransponation  system  may,  for  example,  mean  that  a  resident  of  Auburn  would  drive  or 
take  a  bus  to  Worcester  Airport  (instead  of  the  longer  and  more  environmentally  harmful 
drive  to  Logan)  while  a  resident  of  Norwood  might  take  a  train  to  T.F.  Green  Airport  in 
Rhode  island.  Specific  concerns,  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS.'H.  about  some  of  the  key 
regional  airports  appear  beiow. 

1.       Manchester  Airport 

As  noted  above,  the  ENF  Certificate  required  that  Massport  look  beyond  its  current 
role  and  examine  "off-airpon"  measures  that  could  be  taken  to  address  the  delay  problems 
that  Massport  cites  in  the  DEIS/R.  The  failure  of  the  DEIS/R  to  present  alternatives  which 
would  encourage  greater  use  of  Manchester  Airport  as  an  alternative  to  Logan  is  a  clear 
example  of  the  failure  of  the  DEIS/R  to  comply  with  these  directives. 

The  DEIS.^  does  tai:e  note  of  the  increased  passenger  load  passing  through 
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Manchester  Airpon,  one  of  the  fastest  growing  airports  (in  terms  of  passengers)  in  the 
nation.  Inexphcably,  however,  the  DEIS/R  fails  to  consider  that  Manchester  Airpon  may 
be  drawing  passengers  from  the  Boston  metropoHtan  area  now  and  fails  to  project  any 
measurable  use  of  Manchester  by  travelers  with  trips  originating  within  the  Route  495 
corridor.  The  supplemental  DEIS/R  needs  to  take  a  more  sophisticated  approach  to  its 
analysis  of  the  role  of  Manchester-  e.g.,  looking  at  current  and  future  use  of  Manchester  by 
business  travelers  going  to  and  from  hotels  and  businesses  on  and  within  Route  495  for 
example. 

Beginning  mere  than  1 0  years  age  some  cf  the  more  progressive  regional  and 
mimicipa{  governments  m  soutnem  rsew  Hampsmre  t)egan  to  pusn  tor  a  re-mtroduction  of 
passenger  rail  service  into  that  area.  Recently,  the  New  Hampshire  Department  of 
Transportation  requested  that  the  MBTA  extend  its  commuter  rail  service  into  New 
Hampshire  to  effect  such  a  restoration,  opening  a  dialogue  between  those  agencies  that  is 
still  in  progress.  At  least  one  possible  route  for  rail  service  into  New  Hampshire  would 
allow  for  direct  service  to  Manchester  Airport.  The  supplemental  EIS/R  should  include  an 
analysis  of  the  opportunity  for  rail  service  to  Manchester  Airport,  including  what  Massport 
and  its  sister  agencies  can  do  to  bring  this  about,  and  an  analysis  of  the  likely  impact  of  this 
service  on  airport  passenger  demand. 

2.  T.F.  Green  Airport 

T.F.  Green  Airport  m  Warwick,  Rhode  Isiana  presents  an  only  partly  realized 
opportunity  for  our  regional  transportation  system.  It  can  do  far  more  than  "recapture"  its 
local  market  from  Logan-  the  role  assigned  it  by  the  DEIS/R,  and  with  proper  non- 
automotive  ground  transportation  links  it  can  do  so  in  a  very  environmentally  responsible 
fashion.  The  failure  of  the  DEIS/R  to  adequate  account  for  the  current  trips  by  Boston  area 
travelers  who  travel  by  air  from  T.F.  Green  in  order  to  make  use  of  Southwest  Airlines' 
discounted  service  is  a  significant  deficiency.  The  failure  of  the  DEIS/R  to  factor  in  future 
use  of  T.F.  Green  by  the  residents  of  Greater  Boston  is  an  unfortunate  logical  extension  of 
that  first  failure.  Compounding  these  mistakes  is  the  total  failure  of  the  DEIS/R  to 
consider  the  changes  in  the  regional  rail  system  which  will  make  travel  to  T.F.  Green  from 
Boston  and  along  the  rail  comdor  between  Boston  and  Providence  much  easier.  Tliese 
changes  are  discussed  at  length  above  and  must  be  factored  into  any  analysis  cf  the  role 
thai  T.F.  Green  can  piay  in  the  regional  iransponaiion  system  in  general  and  in  relief  of 
Logan  in  particular. 

3.  Worcester  Airport 

The  supplemental  DEIS/R  must  contain  a  thorough  examination  of  the  facilities 
and  potential  of  Worcester  Municipal  Airport.  The  new  arrangement  imder  which 
Massport  will  operate  that  airport  will  facilitate  an  active  Massport  role  in  fostering  and 
building  that  airpon.  Alternatives  for  enhanced  ground  transportation  facilities  to  and  from 
Worcester  Airport,  including  rail  and  shuttle  bus  should  be  developed,  analyzed  and 
presented  in  the  supplemental  DEIS,^v,  along  v/ith  possible  future  passenger  and  operations 
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projections  for  the  Worcester  Airport,  so  the  impact  they  will  have  on  operations  at  Logan, 
as  well  as  the  environmental  impacts  of  such  changes,  can  be  fiilly  understood  and 
considered. 

4.       Hanscom  Field 

The  DEIS/R  fails  to  fully  propose,  develop  and  analyze  potential  roles  that  the 
Massport  operated  civilian  facility  at  Hanscom  Field  could  play  in  the  regional 
transportation  system.  At  the  very  least,  alternatives  that  provide  for  increased  use  of 
Hanscom  for  General  Aviation  (GA)  use  should  be  developed  and  analyzed.  One  possible 
model  lor  use  of  Hanscom  couic  De  tr.e  roie  tnai  Teierooro  Airport  in  New  jersey  plays  in 
the  New  York  metropolitan  area.  That  airport  does  not  have  any  significant  passenger 
terminal  facilities  but  has  successfully  shouldered  the  GA  and  helicopter  load  for  New 
York  City,  moving  this  smaller  air  traffic  out  of  the  "stream"  competing  for  landing  and 
takeoff  space  at  the  three  major  airports  operated  by  the  Pon  Authority  of  New  Yoric  and 
New  Jersey.  Measures  that  would  discourage  the  airplanes  responsible  for  the  25,000 
annual  GA  operations  that  the  DEIS/R  forecasts  for  the  foreseeable  future  from  using 
Logan  should  be  studied  in  tandem  with  measures  that  would  encourage  such  planes  to 
land  at  Hanscom  or  other  "reliever"  airports  outside  of  Boston,  ranging  from  the  regional 
airports  discussed  above  to  the  small  GA  only  airports  throughout  the  region. 

iv.      Masspon  faiis  to  adequately  assess  the  potential  for  other  airports  in 
the  region  ana  raii  to  receive  a  significant  enpugh  portion  of  Logan's 
air  traffic  -  particularly  small  carriers  -  to  improve  Logan's  delay 
problem  and  dispense  with  the  new  runway  proposal. 

Massport  claims  that  proposed  Runway  14/32  is  needed  to  deal  with  the  problem  of 
northwest  or  southeast  winds  currently  hampering  operations  by  forcing  Logan  to  use  two 
rather  than  three  runways,  thereby  reducing  the  operations  per  hour  rate  by  25%,  from  120 
to  90.'  Massport' s  view  is  that  the  new  runway  will  permit  Logan  to  function  more  often 
at  its  maximum  capacity  of  1 20  operations  per  hour,  thereby  reducing  delay.  Massport 
does  not  even  pay  lip  service  to  the  important  possibility  of  solving  this  same  delay 
problem  by  another  means:  diverting  a  sufficient  percentage  of  Logan's  flight  operations  to 
other  airports  and  rail  so  as  to  reduce  Logan's  operations  per  hour  to  90.  Under  this 
scenario,  wiih  the  exception  of  about  iO  days  a  year,  the  northwest/southeast  wind  problem 
disappears  -  without  having  to  build  a  new  runway  —  because  with  these  wind  conditions 
Logan  can  handle  up  to  90  operations  per  hour.  Particularly  if  the  bulk  of  the  diverted 
flights  were  small  planes  -  see  discussion  below  on  peak  period  pricing  and  other  runway 
pricing  reforms  -  Logan's  efficiency  would  improve,  as  operating  small  planes  on  the  same 
nmways/flight  paths  as  large  planes  causes  additional  delays  (small  planes  need  to  be 
spaced  further  from  large  planes  because  they  can  have  difficulty  flying  in  the  "wake"  of 
large  planes). 


'  Massport  asscru  that  approximately  10  days  a  year  Logan  experiences  severe  northwest  winds  that  forces  it 
to  operate  jusi  one  mnway.  which  iimiu  Jt  to  60  flight  operations  per  hour. 
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B.       Massport  fails  to  adequately  assess  the  potential  to  address  Logan's  delay 
problems  through  peak  period  pricing  or  other  runway  fee  reforms. 

A  central  mandate  of  the  ENF  Certificate,  which  Massport  voluntary  agreed  to 
undertake,  was  an  analysis  of  peak  period  pricing  and  other  administrative  measures 
designed  to  alter  the  mix  and  timing  of  airplane  operations  in  and  out  of  Logan  in  order  to 
better  manage  the  Airport  and  reduce  delay.  That  this  would  be  a  critical  element  of  the 
DEIS/R  inquiry  makes  considerable  sense  when  Logan's  flight  mix  is  considered. 
Approximately  90%  of  Logan's  passengers  are  accommodated  on  about  half  of  the  flights 
in  and  out  or  the  aiipon.  Tne  other  haif  of  the  flights  Cairy  Ihe  remaimng  iO%  of  the 
passengers.  This  is  a  highly  inefficient  use  of  limited  runway  space,  and,  it  is  our 
understanding,  is  atypical  for  major  American  airports.  The  notion  of  imposing  a  pricing 
mechanism  that  would  discourage  small  planes  in  the  peak  hours,  and/or  that  would  lead  to 
some  trip  consolidation  so  that  the  total  number  of  small  plane  operations  decreased,  while 
still  insuring  that  essential  service  to  other  cities  in  the  region  continued,  has  significant 
appeal. 

Massport,  unfortunately,  has  not  presented  a  credible  analysis  of  peak  period 
pricing  (and  does  not  address  any  other  possible  runway  pricing  reforms).  Rather  than 
setting  out  to  figure  out  what  it  would  take  in  the  way  of  peak  hour  pricing  or  other  runway 
pricing  reforms  to  achieve  significant  delay  reduction  benefits  at  Logan,  Massport  instead 
scis  oui  10  answer  the  question:  ■vVhai  effect  would  a  very  low  peak  hour  fee  ($150  per 
flight)  have  on  operations  and  delay  at  Logan?"  Just  as  discouraging  is  the  limited  analysis 
given  this  watered  down  version  of  peak  period  pricing. 

There  are  only  a  few  select  sources  of  data  on  the  effect  that  administrative  delay 
reduction/capacity  management  programs  like  non-weight  based  landing  fees  peak  period 
pricing  will  have  on  actual  operations  at  an  airport.  Limited  efforts  in  the  New  York 
metropolitan  area  can  be  analyzed.  Previous  experiments  overseas,  like  the  Sydney 
(Australia)  effort  referenced  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  in  its 
comments  on  the  NEPA  scope,  can  be  considered.  The  actual  operation  of  the  withdrawn 
Program  for  Airport  Capacity  Efficiency  program  (PACE)  at  Logan,  discussed  below,  can 
be  considered  and  re-evaluated  in  I'ght  of  applicable  federal  law  and  regulations.  None  of 
these  uata  are  considered  in  ihe  DEIS/Tv.. 

Massport's  analysis  applies  a  blunt  single  price  formula  to  current  operations  and 
assumes  that  air  carriers  will  react  in  simplistic  ways-  either  by  canceling  flights  or  moving 
a  few  "shoulder"  flights  out  of  the  peak  period  window.  Other  potential  responses  of 
carriers  to  such  a  scheme,  including  using  larger  aircraft  for  fewer  flights,  are  ignored.  As 
a  result,  Massport  never  even  considers  the  possibility  that  a  runway  pricing  system  could 
be  imposed  that  materially  alters  the  flight  mix  at  Logan  so  that  a  significant  number  of 
small  flights  are  diverted  elsewhere,  canceled,  or  consolidated  into  fewer  larger  plane 
flights.  Were  this  to  happen  such  that  total  operations  per  hour  were  markedly  reduced, 
runway  pncing  reform  could  m.eaningfully  aid  v/ith  the  northwest/southeast  wind  delay 
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problem  Massport  describes. 

i.        Massport  should  look  to  its  own  experience  for  evidence  of  the  salutary 
eflects  that  revised  landing  fees  and  peak  period  pricing  can  have  on 
airport  operations. 

In  December  1987,  Massport  introduced  its  Program  for  Airport  Capacity 
Efficiency  (PACE).  The  purpose  of  PACE  was  to  eliminate  a  de  facto  subsidy  for  small 
aircraft  operations  and  reduce  airport  congestion.  To  achieve  these  ends,  PACE  included 
both  a  restructured  landing  fee  and  "peak-hour  pricing'^  an  additional  fee  for  landing 
during  congested  rush  hour  penodb.  The  ricw  janding  fee  weni  imo  effect  on  Jaiy  i ,  1988 
and  was  used  until  December  22,  1988  when  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  Transportation  ruled 
that  the  restructured  landing  fee  had  not  been  calculated  properly  and  that  the  exception  in 
the  program  designed  to  protect  smaller  regional  airports  did  not  apply  to  enough  such 
airports.  This  ruling  was  upheld  (and  a  court  decision  in  favor  of  the  restructured  landing 
fee  was  reversed)  in  New  England  Legal  Foundation,  v.  Massachusetts  Port  Authority.  883 
F.2d  157  (1st  Cir.  1989).  The  peak-hour  pricing  portion  of  PACE  was  never  instituted. 

In  February  1989  --  two  months  after  the  PACE  landing  fee  was  discontinued  -- 
Massport  issued  a  summary"  of  the  PACE  fee's  remarkably  favorable  impact  on  Logan's 
operations: 

1 .  wn-rirne  periorrriancc  ui  Logan  was  significariiiy  improved.  Not  oniy  dici  the 
percentage  of  on-time  departures  increase  markedly,  but  Logan's  relative  on-time 
performance  rose  steadily  in  comparison  to  the  performance  of  other  busy  airports 
around  the  country.  In  September  of  1987,  when  DOT  started  issuing  "report 
cards"  grading  on-time  performance  at  the  nation's  27  busiest  airports,  Logan 
ranked  21st.  In  September  of  1988,  [Logan]  had  moved  up  to  12th;  in  October, 
[Logan  was]  1 1th:  in  November  [Logan]  ranked  10th;  and,  by  the  end  of  December, 
when  DOT  ruled  against  PACE,  [Logan]  had  achieved  the  astonishing  rank  of  2nd- 
best  in  the  nation  for  on-time  performance. 

2.  Commuter  earners  earned  slightly  more  passengers  in  slightly  fewer  flights  on 
signincaniiy  larger  airpianes.  This  action  spread  the  cosi  of  landing  tees  over  more 
seats  per  inp,  and  reduced  ihe  number  of  flights  on  heaviiy  iraveied  routes,  tiVuS 
improving  the  efficiency  with  which  the  commuter  carriers  used  Logan's  finite  and 
valuable  airfield  capacity.  Some  carriers  increased  their  fares  in  response  to  the 
new  fees,  but  the  fare  increases  did  not  slow  the  growth  of  ridership. 

3.  Thanks  in  pan  to  Masspon's  "Essential  Air  Service"  Exemption  Program, 
smaller  commuter  markets  suffered  no  adverse  consequences  from  the  higher 
landing  fees 


'  PACE  Update.  February.  1989  by  Thomas  P.  Champion.  Assistant  to  the  Executive  Director.  Massport 
(hereinafter  "PACE  Update"). 
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4.  General  aviation  (GA)  traffic  at  Logan  declined  by  about  one-third,  but  did  not 
disappear.  Since  the  per-hour  cost  of  operating  business  jets  and  turbo-props  has 
always  been  high,  the  PACE  landing  fee  had  no  effect  on  this  segment  of  the  GA 
population  at  Logan,  which  continued  to  use  the  airfield  with  its  accustomed 
frequency.  Smaller,  single  engine  aircraft  did  make  less  frequent  use  of  Logan, 
although  this  change  did  not  result  in  the  "diversion"  of  traffic  to  Hanscom  Field. 
Since  travelers  who  used  these  small  aircraft  tended  to  be  traveling  within  a  150- 
mile  radius  of  Logan,  and  since  most  of  them  were  using  private  planes  to  move  to 
and  from  markets  which  were  also  served  by  served  by  scheduled  commercial 
service,  Masspon  staff  correctiy  predicted  mat  me  users  of  ihese  smaiier  planes 
simply  switched  over  to  scheduled  air  service  or  to  some  other  mode  of 
transportation.  Perhaps  the  most  interesting  GA  statistic  is  that  more  than  half  of 
the  private  aircraft  using  Logan  during  the  PACE  fee  period  were  traveling  to  or 
from  points  which  offered  scheduled  air  service.  In  other  words,  general  aviation  is 
demonstrably  more  a  tool  of  convenience  and  luxury  than  of  necessity. 

(PACE  Update;  p.  3.)  Both  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  the  First  Circuit  stated  in 
their  decisions  concerning  PACE  that  a  program  with  the  substantive  effects  of  the  PACE 
program  could  be  successfiilly  implemented  by  Massport,  if  it  was  developed  and 
implemented  correctly. 

In  i  595,  Masspon  made  a  weii-reasoned  presentation  of  a  revised  program  that  was 
designed  to  conform  with  federal  law  as  articulated  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and 
the  First  Circuit.  This  presentation  described  a  specific  peak-hour  pricing  proposal  and 
showed  that,  if  this  proposal  was  implemented,  it  would  reduce  peak-hour  flights  by  10- 
17.5  percent.  (Massachusetts  Port  Authority,  "Logan  Airport  Peak  Hour  Pricing"  (Apr. 
1993)  (Attachment  1);  Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc.,  for  the  Massachusetts  Aeronautics 
Commission.  "Strategic  Assessment  Report  -  Final  Repon,"  p.  4-42  (July  1993).) 

Like  PACE  this  program  moved  Logan  away  from  a  traditional  landing  fee  based 
solely  on  the  weight  of  a  plane  and  levied  landing  fees  based  partly  on  the  weight  of  the 
plane  and  partly  on  an  operations  charge  based  on  the  type  of  plane  with  an  additional  peak 
period  fee  tor  peak  period  landings  and  take-offs.  .Massport  withdrew  this  proposal  prior  to 
implemcntaiion. 

It  is  important  to  recognize  that  peak-hour  pricing  affects  congestion  levels 
primarily  by  causing  modest  shifts  in  departure  times  and  types  of  aircraft  used,  not  by 
dampening  passenger  activity.  According  to  Massport,  a  reduction  in  peak-hour 
congestion  would  "come  mainly  from  a  reduction  in  commuter  [flight]  activity  during  peak 
hours,  especially  in  markets  with  ready  commuting  alternatives."  (Massport,  "Logan 
Airport  Peak  Hour  Pricing.")  Massport  "does  not  expect  that  any  of  the  commuting 
markets  served  by  Logan  Airport  would  suffer  a  significant  reduction  in  access  to  the 
airport."  (Id)  Roughly  one-third  of  the  reduction  in  peak-hour  flight  activity  would  result 
fzom.  a  rescheduling  to  off-peak  hours.  (!dj  Peak-hour  pricing  is  projected  not  only  to 
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result  in  a  substantial  reduction  in  delays  at  Logan,  but  to  reduce  average  costs  per 
operation  for  flights  with  about  1 1 0  passengers  or  more.  (Id.) 

From  passengers'  point  of  view,  the  perceptible  effect  of  peak-hour  pricing  would 
be  a  substantial  reduction  in  delays.  "During  peak  periods,  Massport  would  expect  a  5% 
reduction  in  the  use  of  the  airfield  to  cause  at  least  a  20%  drop  in  average  expected  flight 
delays."  (Id)  Since  Masspon  expected  that  peak-hour  pricing  would  result  in  a  10-17.5 
percent  reduction  in  peak-hour  flights,  travelers  would  thus  experience  a  40  to  70  percent 
reduction  in  delays. 

Passengers  vouic  no;  expentnce  a  nonceabie  reduction  in  service.  Massport 
calculated  the  estimated  impact  on  the  number  of  peak-hour  weekday  seats  available  on 
flights  between  Logan  and  49  airports  in  the  eastern  United  States  and  Canada.  Overall, 
only  3  percent  of  peak-hour  seals  (not  all  seats)  in  those  markets  would  be  canceled. 
(Massport,  "Logan  Airport  Peak  Hour  Pricing  Plan.")"^  Three-quarters  of  those  markets 
would  experience  the  cancellation  of  3  percent  or  less  of  peak-hour  seats,  and  22  of  them 
would  experience  the  cancellation  of  no  peak-hour  seats  at  all.  (Id.)  Ticket  prices  for  the 
49  markets  would  increase  a  mere  1  percent  (id.)  ~  a  price  well  worth  paying  for  the 
substantial  reduction  in  delays,  and  the  avoided  taxpayer  outlays  and  environmental 
impacts  that  building  new  runway  capacity  would  entail/ 

i  ne  uenciits  ol  peaK-iiOur  runway  pncing  would  therefore  ue  suosiaTiiiai  and 
w'iuciy  sriareG.  » rsveicrs  vv'ouiu  Dsneiii  ironi  iov/er  costs,  leQuccu  cel^ys,  anu  the  use  of 
larger,  safer,  more  comfortable  aircraft.  Communities  around  Logan  Airport,  Hanscom 
Field  and  other  existing  or  potential  airports  would  avoid  airport  expansion  undertaken  to 
accommodate  the  inefficiencies  of  heavy  reliance  on  small  aircraft.  Such  commimities  all 
share  a  strong  interest  in  the  adoption  of  peak  hour  pricing  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
Commonwealth  as  a  whole  would  beneflt  from  avoiding  the  potentially  huge  capital  and 
operating  costs  of  accommodating  a  continuation  or  growth  of  existing  inefficiencies.  The 

'  The  reduction  in  the  number  of  peak-hour  flights  in  the  49  regioiial  markets  was  estimated  to  be  7  percent  — 
more  than  double  the  estimated  reduction  in  the  number  of  peak-hour  seats,  which  is  as  it  should  be.  It  should 
be  noted  that  two  markets  m  which  Masspon  predicted  the  most  flights  would  be  canceled  -  Boston-Portland 
and  Boston-Bangor,  which  would  lose  2 1  percent  and  15  percent  of  peak  period  weekday  flights,  respectively  — 
both  experienced  as  ^xclosion  in  the  r.umb-r  cf  dziiv  fliEhts  during  th?  earis'  1990*  rec?ss!Qn:  Hortor'-Poftiiiid 
daily  ;l£parrurtS  grew  by  ;2l  percent  m  ; 988-; 993,  and  Boston-Bangor  daiiy  departures  gtew  by  92  percent  in 
that  period.  (Massport  "Logan  Airpon  Peak  Hour  Pricing  Plan.")  With  peak-hour  pricing,  Portland  would  still 
have  twice  as  many  tlighis  as  it  did  in  1988,  and  Bangor  would  have  roughly  one  and  three-quarters  as  many 
flights  as  It  did  then.  (IdJ  The  two  markets  would  have  only  9  and  14  percent  fewer  peak-hour  seats, 
respectively,  than  in  1993  i  idj,  and  about  the  same  number  of  daily  seats. 

■*  A  few  regional  airports  served  by  tlights  to  and  bom  Logan  do  not  have  runways  that  can  accommodate 
jets.  It  is  CLFs  understanding,  however,  that  all  or  virtually  all  the  airports  which  Massport  predicted  would 
have  fewer  weekday  peak-period  flights  to  and  from  Logan  can  accommodate  jets.  One  airport  with  a  notable 
lack  of  jet  capacity  is  the  Provmcetown  Airport  -  which  Massport  predicted  would  expencncc  no  decrease  in 
weekday  peak  pcnod  flights  or  seats,  and  where  the  impaa  of  peak  hour  pricing  would  be  reflected  solely  in  a 
fare  increase  of  12  percent.  (Massport,  "Logan  Airport  Peak  Hour  Pricing  Plan.") 
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region  and  nation  would  benefit  fi-om  more  energy-efficient  flight  operations. 

It  is  not  surprising  that  the  national  jury  of  experts  who  heard  testimony  at  "The 
Boston  Conference"  in  1994  included  peak-hour  runway  pricing  at  Logan  Airport  in  the 
recommendations  it  issued.  The  jury  wrote: 

[T]he  Commonwealth  should  adopt  "congestion  pricing"  (charging  landing  fees 
that  increase  at  peak  travel  times)  to  mitigate  bottlenecks  and  delays  at  Logan  that 
would  impede  the  region's  future  economic  growth.  The  Jury  believes  that  this 
approach  offers  a  relatively  inexpensive  and  flexible  demand  management  strategy, 
proiongmg  the  use  oi  Logan  ai  us  present  location  without  requiring  coniroversiai 
runway  expansion. 

(Harvey  M.  Gantt,  et  al.,  "The  Boston  Conference  Final  Report:  National  Jury 
Recommendations,"  pp.  4-5  (Aug.  24,  1994).) 

No  justification  is  given  in  the  DEIS/R  for  the  failure  to  propose  and  study  an 
alternative  applying  a  more  complex  pricing  mechanism,  like  that  presented  by  Massport  in 
1993  or  discussed  by  the  Boston  Conference,  augmented  by  a  range  of  peak  hour  fees  (as 
contemplated  by  the  1993  proposal).  Such  an  alternative  should  be  a  prominent  feature  of 
the  supplemental  DEIS/R. 

Discussion  and  study  of  such  an  alternative  must  inciude  an  examination  of  varying 
levels  of  peak  period  fees.  Additionally,  such  an  analysis  should  not  restrict  itself  to  an 
assumption  that  significant  delay  reductions  through  runway  pricing  reform  occur  only 
when  the  airlines  "overschedule"  and  attempt  to  have  more  than  120  operations  per  hour 
occur  at  Logan.  As  noted  above.  Massport  should  be  directed  in  the  supplemental  DEIS/R 
to  consider  what  it  would  take  in  the  way  of  peak  period  pricing  or  other  runway  pricing 
reforms  to  bring  Logan's  operations  per  hour  number  closer  to  90,  thereby  largely 
obviating  the  supposed  need  for  an  additional  runway.  A  full  range  of  possible  carrier 
reactions  should  be  considered,  such  as  moving  to  larger  planes  or  the  consolidation  of 
existing  companies  providing  service  to  smaller  airports. 

ik       "^lie  Federal  program  to  maintain  air  service  to  isolated  sroaller 
kirports,  a  !vf  assport  version  of  such  a  program,  ur  a  joint 
Federal/Massport  implementation  of  this  program  may  reduce  or 
eliminate  Massport's  '^market  access''  concerns  regarding  smaller 
airports. 

The  federal  Essential  Air  Service  (EAS)  program  is  intended  to  ensure  that 
communities  with  relatively  low  commercial  airplane  traffic  do  not  lose  service  entirely,  it 
is  deeply  disturbing  that  the  DEIS/R  does  not  examine  the  mitigating  effect  that  this 
program  might  have  on  Massport's  concerns  regarding  reduction  in  senice  to  certain 
oiulying  communities.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  ("DOT")  administers  the 
EAS  program  by  determining  the  minimum  level  of  service  required  at  each  eligible 
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community.  DOT  specifies  a  hub  through  which  the  community  is  linked  to  the  national 
network,  a  minimum  number  of  round  trips  and  available  seats  that  must  be  provided  to 
that  hub,  certain  characteristics  of  the  aircraft  to  be  used,  and  the  maximum  permissible 
number  of  intermediate  stops  to  the  hub.  Where  necessary,  DOT  subsidizes  a  carrier  to 
ensure  that  the  specified  level  of  service  is  provided. 

A  review  of  the  DOT  website  indicates  that  EAS  is  subsidizing  air  service  from 
Logan  to:  Augusta/Waterville,  ME;  Bar  Harbor,  ME;  Rockland,  ME;  Rutland,  VT;  and 
Keene,  NH.  Additionally,  that  website  indicates  that  the  following  destinations  from 
Logan  have  been  deemed  eligible  for  EAS  subsidies:  Bridgeport,  CT;  New  Haven,  CT; 
Bangor.  ME;  Portiand.  ME;  Presque  Isle/Houiton.  ME;  Hyannis,  MA;  Martha's  Vineyard, 
MA;  Nantucket,  MA;  Laconia,  NH;  Lebanon,  NHAVhite  River,  VT;  and 
Manchester/Concord,  NH.  More  details  about  the  federal  EAS  program  may  be  found  at 
on  DOT'S  website  at  http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/aviation/rural/ruralair.htm. 

There  are  three  ways  Massport  can  pursue  an  EAS  subsidy  for  service  to  given 
community.  First,  it  may  try  to  initiate  DOT  review  of  a  commimity  which  is  not  currently 
eligible  for  an  EAS  subsidized  earner  (assuming  that  no  carrier  or  only  one  carrier 
cuirently  provides  service  to  that  community).  (See  14  C.F.R.  §  325.10.)  Second, 
Massport  may  submit  a  proposal  to  DOT  for  "Enhanced  Essential  Air  Service."  Under  an 
Enhanced  "EAS"  program,  either  a)  Massport  would  provide  50%  of  the  subsidy  for  the 
proDOsed  service  (and  DOT  wouid  provide  the  other  50%)  or  b)  DOT  would  pay  100%  of 
the  subsidy  but  review  the  proposal  for  success  after  2  years.  Finally,  Massport  could 
implement  its  own  EAS  program  which  mirrors  (or  closely  follows  -  subject  to  DOT's 
approval)  DOT's  program.  {See  New  England  Legal  Foundation  v.  Mass.  Port  Authority, 
883  F.2d  157  (1st  Cir.  1989)).  If  it  chose  to  create  its  own  EAS  program  without 
developing  it  jointly  with  F.AA.  Masspon  would  have  to  pay  the  subsidy  itself  either  by 
cash  payment  or  by  special  adjustment  to  landing  fees.^ 

The  full  analysis  of  revised  landing  fees  and  peak  period  pricing  in  the 
supplemental  DEIS/R  must  include  a  thorough  discussion  and  review  of  the  Federal  EAS 
program  and  how  it  would  eliminate,  reduce  or  mitigate  the  negative  effects  on  air  service 
to  outlying  communities. 

iii.      The  "Case  Studies"  appended  to  the  DEIS/R  fail  to  prove  that  a 
sophisticated  and  properly  developed  and  implemented  reform  of 
landing  fees  and/or  peak  period  pricing  scheme  would  harm  the  Cape 
and  Islands. 

The  "Regional  Carrier  Case  Study"  and  "Cape  Cod  [&  Islands]  Case  Study"  in 
Appendices  F  and  G  of  the  DEIS/R  are  a  cursory  review  of  the  economic  development 
strategy  of  that  part  of  Massachusetts  and  the  role  that  air  travel  plays  in  that  strategy  and  a 


The  Masspon  EAS  program  was  struck  down  in  part  because  it  did  not  include  as  many  communities  as  the 
federal  version. 
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very  simple  analysis  of  the  possible  impact  that  the  simplified  peak  period  pricing  scheme 
discussed  in  the  DEIS/R  might  have  on  that  service.  No  attempt  is  made  in  these 
appendices,  or  elsewhere  in  the  DEIS/R,  to  consider  other  alternatives  which  might  satisfy 
the  transportation  needs  of  these  communities.  We  cannot  know  if  high  speed  ferry 
service,  enhanced  bus  service  or  rejuvenated  rail  service  (or  some  combination  of  these  or 
other  options)  could  compensate  for  any  adverse  effect  on  air  service  brought  about  by 
runway  pricing  reforms  -  this  analysis  is  simply  not  present  in  the  DEIS/R. 

Additionally,  the  analysis  in  these  appendices  fails  to  take  into  account  the 
possibility  that  any  landing  fee  reform  program  ajid/or  peak  period  pricing  scheme  would 
include  an  essennai  air  service  excepiion  io  eosurc  ihcrc  wuuiu  be  adequate  basic  service  to 
regional  airports.  It  also  fails  to  consider  the  potential  palliative  effect  of  the  federal 
Essential  Air  Service  (EAS)  program  discussed  above. 

in.     The  capacity  increasing  potential  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  should  be  studied 
and  the  enviroomental  impacts  of  the  capacity  increase  assessed. 

Massport  states  that  proposed  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in  any  additional 
capacity  at  Logan  since  it  would  not  allow  Logan  to  exceed  its  current  ceiling  of  120  flight 
operations  per  hour  in  any  given  hour.  But  the  new  runway  would  allow  Logan  to  handle 
120  flights  per  hour  more  of  the  time,  which,  when  Massport's  ominous  growth  projections 
for  Logan  are  considered,  surely  would  result  in  more  passengers  and  flights  ai  Logan  with 
the  ronway  man  wimouu  Accoramg  lO  Masspon  s  projecuons,  ibe  delay  hours  are  lo 
mount  at  Logan  with  or  without  the  new  runway,  but  Massport  contends  that  the  delays 
will  be  considerably  worse  without  the  new  runway.  Really  dreadful  delays  would 
presumably  influence  air  carrier  business  decisions  and  passenger  travel  decisions  such  that 
Logan  without  the  new  runway  would  handle  fewer  flights  and  passengers  than  Logan  with 
the  new  runway.  The  extent  of  this  proposed  increase  in  capacity  must  be  studied  and  its 
environmental  impacts,  both  airside  and  groundside,  analyzed. 

IV.     Technological  advances  and  changes  which  could  change  airport  operations 
should  be  studied  in  the  supplemental  DEIS/R. 

A  conversation  with  a  tormer  Chairman  a*  the  r4asspcn  Board  of  Directors  with 
over  30  years  of  expenence  in  the  operations  and  planning  of  airports  yielded  the 
observation  that  in  the  late  1960's  and  early  1970's  (when  Runway  14/32  was  first 
proposed)  there  was  a  general  belief  that  there  would  be  a  surge  in  the  number  of  travelers 
traveling  by  air  during  the  next  30  years  and  that  this  required  a  large  scale  program  of 
building  runways  at  existing  airports  to  handle  this  increase.  Of  course,  half  of  this 
prediction  was  completely  accurate.  Far  more  people  travel  far  more  miles  by  air  today 
than  in  1969.  However,  advances  in  technology-  notably  the  proliferation  of  larger  aircraft 
and  advances  in  electronics  (and  in  particular  avionics)  have  enabled  many  of  the  airports 
that  were  in  use  at  that  time  to  handle  the  increased  traffic  without  significant  additional 
runway  space. 
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It  is  reasonable  to  ask  if  history  might  repeat  itself?  Could  advances  in  technology 
significantly  reduce  delay  at  Logan  and  other  airports-  not  just  in  good  weather  but  in  bad 
as  well?  Is  there  current  or  anticipated  technology  that  should  be  studied  as  an  alternative 
to  some  or  all  of  the  airside  improvements  proposed  by  Massport?  Massport  summarily 
states  that  delays  "caused  by  most  weather  conditions  cannot  be  eliminated."  (DEIS/R  p. 
1-3.)  Are  the  prospects  for  technological  advances  to  facilitate  airport  operations  in 
adverse  weather  conditions  really  this  bleak?  Perhaps  so,  but  we  simply  do  not  know 
based  on  the  DEIS/R.  Doing  this  analysis  may  require  a  more  sophisticated  presentation  of 
the  causes  of  delay  at  Logan.  For  example,  how  much  delay  is  due  to  fog  reducing 
visibility,  hew  much  is  due  to  snow  buildup  on  runways?  This  is  precisely  the  type  of 
aitemaiive  which  should  have  been  the  subject  of  analysis  m  the  DElS/R  and  its  absence  is 
yet  another  reason  why  a  supplemental  DEIS/R  is  required. 

V.      The  DEIS/R  does  not  adequately  address  the  Environmental  Justice 

questions  critical  to  both  federal  and  Massachusetts  environmental  review 

Executive  Order  12,898.  entitled  "Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental 
Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations,"  requires  each  federal 
agency  to  identify  and  address  environmental  and  health  effects  of  its  activities  that 
particularly  burden  minority  and  low  income  communities.  (Exec.  Order  No.  12,898,  §  1- 
101,  59  Fed.  Reg.  7,629  (1994).)  A  purpose  of  the  executive  order  is  to  "reinforce" 
agencies'  obligations  under  NEPA  and  Title  Vl  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1 964.  fSee  62 
Fed.  P.eg.  iS,3?8  \  l991).)  The  executive  order,  like  NEPA  and  MEPA,  is  intended  to  force 
agencies  to  improve  their  decisionmaking  processes.  It  focuses  on  both  minority  and  low- 
income  communities,  whereas  Title  VI  applies  only  to  discrimination  based  on  race,  color, 
or  national  origin  and  does  not  directly  address  poverty  issues.  (See  President  Clinton, 
Memorandum  for  the  Heads  of  all  Departments  and  Agencies  (Feb.  1 1,  1994).)  To  achieve 
its  goals,  the  executive  order  relies  on  existing  environmental  and  civil  rights  laws, 
particularly  NEPA  and  Title  VI. 

In  response  to  the  executive  order,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  has 
prepared  an  environmental  justice  strategy  (60  Fed.  Reg.  33,896  (1995))  and  issued  an 
Order  on  Environmental  Justice.  (62  Fed.  Reg.  18,377(1997).)  Like  the  executive  order, 
the  DOT  Order  draw?  or-  existing  iaws,  '  primarily  NEPA  [and]  Title  VI  cf  the  Ci\ii  Rights 
Act  of  1964."  (62  Fed.  Reg.  i  8,375  (1997).)  Tne  DOT  Order  "Ms  intended  to  insure  that  a 
process  for  the  assessment  of  environmental  justice  factors  becomes  common  practice  in 
the  application  of  [NEPA,  Title  VI]  and  related[]  statutes."  (Id.)  Incorporation  of 
environmental  justice  principles  in  all  DOT  activities  is  to  be  accomplished,  by  "fully 
considering  [those]  principles  throughout  planning  and  decision-making  processes  in  the 
development  of  programs,  policies,  and  activities,  using  the  principles  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act."  (Id  at  18,379.) 

The  DOT  Order  provides  that  NEPA  and  other  statutes  will  be  administered  so  as 
to  identify,  early  in  the  development  of  an  activity,  the  risk  of  discriminatory  impacts  so 
that  appropriate  action  can  be  taken.  (Id.  at  18,380.)  In  implementing  N'EPA,  "where 
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relevant,  appropriate  and  practical,"  DOT  agencies  are  to  obtain  information  about  the 
population  served  and/or  affected  by  race,  color,  national  origin,  and  income,  along  with 
information  about  steps  to  guard  against  disproportionately  high  adverse  impacts.  Id. 
"[Djisproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  on  minority  populations  and  low-income 
populations"  are  to  be  avoided  by,  inter  alia,  proposing  measures  to  avoid,  minimize, 
and/or  mitigate  such  impacts;  providing  offsetting  benefits  and  opportunities  to  enhance 
communities,  neighborhoods,  and  individuals  affected  by  the  activities  involved; 
considering  alternatives  that  would  avoid  or  minimize  such  impacts;  and  eliciting  public 
involvement  and  "soliciting  input  from  affected  minority  and  low-income  populations  in 
considering  alternatives/'  (Id.)  An  activity  that  will  have  a  disproportionately  adverse 
effect  on  mirionty  or  {ow-tnccniw  populations  ls  lo  be  canicd  oui  "oniy  if  f\iriher  mitigation 
measures  or  alternatives  that  would  avoid  or  reduce  the  disproportionately  high  and 
adverse  effect  are  not  practicable."  (62  Fed.  Reg.  18380.)  DOT' s  findings  and  analysis 
made  in  fulfillment  of  these  requirements  "must  be  appropriately  documented,  normally  in 
the  environmental  impact  statement  or  other  NEPA  document."  (Id.) 

Federal  agencies  are  required  to  comply  with  executive  orders  and  with  their  own 
regulations  and  guidelines  and  DOT  states  in  its  order  that  "[c]ompliance  with  Executive 
Order  12,898  is  an  ongoing  responsibility."  (62  Fed.  Reg.  18,379  (1997);  see  also  Delanev 
v.  EPA,  898  F.2d  687,  693  (9th  Cir.  1990)  (agency  must  adhere  to  own  guidelines);  Steven 
Ostrow,  Note,  Enforcing  Executive  Orders:  Judicial  Review  of  Agencv  Action  Under  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act.  55  Geo.  Wash.  L.  Rev.  659  (1987).) 

The  absence  of  any  substantive  environmental  justice  analysis  in  the  DEIS/R  even 
remotely  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  executive  order  and  the  DOT  Order  is  especially 
shocking  considering  the  location  of  the  project:  in  East  Boston,  a  community  where,  as  of 
1990,  18  percent  of  the  residents  were  of  Hispanic  origin,  13  percent  were  members  of 
non-white  minorities,  and  1 8  percent  were  white  people  with  incomes  below  the  poverty 
level.  (See  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  the  Census,  "1990  Census  of 
Population  and  Housing,"  Summary  Tape  Files  1,  3.)  The  Asian- American  and  Hispanic 
groups  in  the  East  Boston  community  is  believed  to  have  grown  since  1990  and  the 
impacts  of  this  project  on  those  communities,  as  well  as  the  minority  and  low-income 
conununities  in  Logan's  flight  paih,  should  have  been  considered  for  the  purposes  of  both 
NEPA  dJid  MEFA  review. 

While  the  environmental  justice  issues  and  analysis  raised  by  the  executive  order 
and  DOT  Order,  and  which  underpin  EPA's  extensive  comments  on  this  subject,  are 
derived  from  Federal  law,  policy  and  orders  the  principles,  information  and  analysis  on 
which  EPA  relies  on  fully  applicable  to  the  MEPA  process  and  provide  further  reason  to 
conclude  that  the  DEIS/R  is  inadequate.  The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  has  the 
statutory  and  regulatory  tools  and  the  ability  to  address  the  critical  environmental  justice 
raised  by  EPA  and  ignored  by  Massport.  The  MEPA  process  can  play  a  pivotal  role  by 
ensuring  that  minority  and  low  income  commimities  do  not  shoulder  a  disproportionate 
share  of  the  environmental  effects  of  projects  such  as  the  one  under  consideration  here. 
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VI.     Additional  eovironmental  concerns  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS/R 

The  discussion  of  impacts  of  the  proposed  airside  improvements  on  the  Boston 
Harbor  Islands  is  facially  inadequate.  The  effort  to  use  the  provision  in  the  Boston  Harbor 
Islands  National  Recreational  Area  statute  (16  U.S.C.  §  460kkk)  which  states  that  Logan 
air  traffic  passing  overhead  is  not  "constructive  use"  of  the  park  National  Recreational 
Area  as  a  general  NEPA  and  MEPA  waiver  is  plainly  improper.  These  provision  simply 
means  that  overflights  of  the  Islands  caimot  be  deemed  "use"  of  the  Islands  for  purposes  of 
Section  4(f).  It  has  no  effect  on  the  requirement  of  NEPA  and  MEPA  that  all  alternatives 
be  analyzed  to  determine  their  full  noise  and  visual  effects  on  humans  camping  on  the 
Harbor  Islands  and  in  boats  m  the  vicmity  of  the  islands,  as  well  as  on  all  animals  in  and 
around  the  Islands. 

The  discussion  of  the  Upland  Sandpipers  who  currently  nest  in  the  path  of  the 
proposed  Centerfield  Taxi  way  references  the  mitigation  plan  which  has  been  developed  by 
Massport,  in  consultation  with  the  Massachusetts  Heritage  &  Endangered  Species 
Program.  This  plan  may  be  adequate  but  it  should  be  fully  aired  prior  to  its  inclusion  in  a 
Final  EIR/S.  Moreover,  no  case  has  been  made  yet  in  any  environmental  review  document 
that  all  efforts  have  been  made  and  exhausted  to  avoid  or  reduce  impact  on  this  State  listed 
species  and  that  mitigation  by  creating  new  habitat  far  from  this  site  which  will  benefit 
other  members  of  this  species  is  the  appropriate  course. 

The  air  quality  analysis  tr.  the  DElS/R  has  senous  deficiencies,  as  demonstrated  by 
the  comments  of  Dr.  Henry  S.  Cole.  As  Dr.  Cole  observes,  the  total  absence  of  an  analysis 
of  the  air  quality  effects  of  particulate  matter  with  a  diameter  of  less  than  2.5  microns  (PM 
2.5)  from  aircraft,  increased  motor  vehicle  emissions  and  emissions  outside  of  Route  128 
or  with  an  altitude  greater  than  3,000  feet  are  all  glaring  omissions.  Moreover,  Dr.  Cole 
makes  important  obsen'ations  about  the  potential  air  quality  effects  of  the  unchecked 
growih  with  is  assumed  in  the  EIS/R  as  well  as  the  potential  unstudied  health  hazards 
which  may  be  present  in  the  vicinity  of  Logan  at  this  moment.  A  supplemental  EIS/R  is 
needed  to  lay  out  alternatives  which  are  intended  to  address  these  concerns  and  to  analyze 
the  effects  that  all  alternatives  may  have  on  air  quality,  both  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
Logan  and  throughout  the  region.  Such  studies  should  also  look  at  the  cumulative  effect 
of  large  amount  of  emissions  occurring  at  peak  dr  trsve!  hc-urs  snd  determine  if  a  peak 
penod  pricing  scheme  couid  have  a  positive  impact  on  air  quaiity  by  dispersing  NO^  and 
other  emissions  more  evenly  of  the  course  of  the  day. 

VI.  Conclusion 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  Massport  has  failed  to  make  its  case  that  it  needs 
Runway  14/32.  The  alternatives  analyses,  both  with  regard  to  peak  hour  pricing/runway 
pricing  reform  and  the  role  of  other  regional  airports  and  rail,  as  discussed  at  length  above, 
need  serious  additional  work.  Accordingly,  a  Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Report  is  warranted.  The  time  necessary  to  do  a  credible  job  on  the  SDEIS/R 
may  permit  Massport  to  analyze  actual  data  firom  the  forthcoming  Acela  high-speed  rail 
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service  and  collaborate  with  the  FAA  on  a  peak  period  pricing/runway  pricing  reform 
experiment.  Finally,  we  strongly  urge  that,  in  conjunction  with  the  thorough  alternatives 
analyses  necessary  for  the  runway  proposal,  Massport  leadership  and  other  appropriate 
Massachusetts  state  officials  join  with  their  counterparts  in  Rhode  Island  and  New 
Hampshire,  along  with  other  interested  parties  throughout  the  region,  to  develop  a 
workable,  sustainable  plan  for  inter-city  travel  in  New  England.  The  plan  would  address 
both  what  roles  the  different  airports  and  rail  services  should  be  serving  as  well  as  how  to 
achieve  these  results. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  98 

Conservation  Law  Foundation 
Stephien  H.  Burrington,  General  Counsel 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

98.1 

Alternatives 

;  Peal<Hour 
Pricing 

...  fails  to  adequately  assess  the  potential  to  reduce  delays 
...  by  implementing  "peak-hour  pricing,". .. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a 
demand  management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  The  analysis 
indicates  that  PPP  is  an  effective  option  when  airiines  schedule 
beyond  the  nonnal  hourly  operating  capacity  of  the  airport  and 
provides  an  assessment  of  the  extent  of  the  benefits  from  PPP 
under  such  circumstances.  See  Section  4.5.4  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

98.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Massport  fails  to  consider  the  potential  for  T.F.  Green 
Airport  ...and  the  Manchester  Airport  ...to  service  more  than 
merely  their  discrete  geographic  areas. 

The  regional  airport  diversion  analysis  presented  in  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  was 
based  on  objective  service  area  assumptions.  Each  service 
area  was  defined  solely  by  driving  time  criteria.  In  other  words, 
each  regional  airport's  sen/ice  area  consists  of  cities  and  towns 
for  which  it  is  the  closest  airport,  regardless  of  the  availability  of 
more  extensive  sendees  and/or  lower  airfares  at  more  distant, 
but  larger  airports  such  as  Logan  Airport.  Thus,  the  service 
areas  for  T.F.  Green/Providence  and  Manchester  airports 
extended  into  portions  of  northern  and 
southeastem  Massachusetts;  areas  normally  considered  part  of 
Logan  Airport's  primary  market  area. 
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Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

98.3       Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 


A  major  regional  planning  initiative  is  needed  right  now ... 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  ttie  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  t\/lassachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with 
a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings 
were  held.  To  provide  the  appropnate  background,  the  SDEIS 
Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS, 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of 
the  public,  concemed  agencies  and  public  officials  responding 
to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and  written 
presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and 
other  independent  industry  experts.  One  of  the  issues  that  the 
FAA  directed  the  group  to  discuss  is  the  inclusion  of  additional 
data  related  to  regional  transportation  alternatives  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Over  the  last  ten  years,  various  agencies  and 
transportation  planning  organizations  have  conducted  a  number 
of  studies  that  address  regional  transportation  issues.  These 
studies  form  the  basis  of  a  comprehensive  regional 
transportation  strategy  that  includes  the  Airside  Project  at 
Logan  Airport,  expansion  and  growth  of  the  regional  airports, 
and  the  implementation  of  high-speed  rail  and  other  regional  rail 
projects.  All  these  measures  are  necessary  for  meeting  the 
short-term  and  long-term  inter-city  travel  needs  of  the 
New  England  region.  These  regional  recommendations  are  in 
vanous  stages  of  implementation.  By  the  end  of  2000,  Boston 
residents  had  several  alternatives  to  Logan  Airport  including 
Worcester  Regional  Airport,  IVIanchester  Airport, 
T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport,  Pease  International  Tradeport, 
and  Amtrak's  high-speed  Acela  train  service.  Refer  to 
Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete 
discussion  of  options  to  Logan  Airport. 

Massport  has  a  history  of  engaging  in  cooperative 
regional  transportation  planning  and  continues  its  efforts  to 
promote  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation 
system.  Massport's  most  recent  endeavors  include  its 
assumption  of  operating  responsibility  for  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  in  January  2000  and  its 
co-sponsorship  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of 
New  England  Governors  in  November  1999.  Refer  to 
Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of 
Massport's  initiatives  in  support  of  regional  transportation 
alternatives. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

98.4 


Topic  1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 

MEPA 


Comment 

The  breadth  and  depth  of  the  deficiencies  are  such  that  they 
require  the  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  DEIS/R  ... 


98.5 


Altematives 


Peak  Pricing 
Program 


Suggest  immediate  implementation  of  a  pilot  peak  period 
pricing  program. 


Regional 
Transportation 


Passenger  Rail 


Request  emerging  reality  of  high-speed  rail  be  assessed. 


98.7 

98.8 
98.9 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 


Passenger  Rail 


Passenger  Rail 


Passenger  Rail 


[Request  that  Massport]  present  a  wide  range  of 
alternatives.. .in  which  enhancements,  improvements  and 
changes  to  a  wide  range  of  regional  transportation  facilities 
were  proposed  and  analyzed  and  the  role  that  t^/lassport 
could  play  in  facilitating  these  enhancements... 

Incorporate  more  current  Amtrak  projections  in  analysis. 

Provide  rail  discussion/analysis  that  includes  new 
T.F.  Green  Airport  and  Route  128  Stations. 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with 
a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings 
were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background,  the  SDEIS 
Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS, 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of 
the  public,  concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding 
to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and  written 
presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and 
other  independent  industry  experts. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that "..  .the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properiy  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a 
demand  management  altemative  at  Logan  Airport.  The  analysis 
indicates  that  PPP  is  an  effective  option  when  airiines  schedule 
beyond  the  nomnal  houriy  operating  capacity  of  the  airport  and 
provides  an  assessment  of  the  extent  of  the  benefits  from  PPP 
under  such  circumstances.  See  Section  4.5.4  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  analysis  of  regional  altematives  presented  in  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  relies 
on  air  to  high-speed  rail  diversion  estimates  published  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and  Section  4(f)  Statement, 
Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Project,  prepared  by  the 
Federal  Rail  Administration  in  October  1994.  In  preparing  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport  contacted  Amtrak  for  more 
recent  estimates,  but  Amtrak  did  not  have  any 
updated  ridership  estimates  that  could  be  released  to  Massport. 
Amtrak's  written  response  to  Massport's  request  for  updated 
ridership  numbers  is  contained  in  Appendix  B  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Massport's  analysis  of  regional  altematives  is  comprehensive 
and  reflects  all  the  major  recommendations  of  various  regional 
planning  studies  that  have  been  conducted  over  the  last 
decade.  These  include  expansion  of  the  regional  airports  and 
development  of  high-speed  rail  in  the  Boston-New  Yor1<  mari<et. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  98.6. 


Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  Wanivick  train  station  and  people  mover 
connection  to  T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport. 
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Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 
98.10 


Topic  1 


Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Passenger  Rail 


98.11 


3.12 


98.13 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Transportation 


98.14 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


Passenger  Rail 


Regional 
Airports 


Regional 
Airports 


Comment 

Provide  detailed  quantitative  analysis  that  ttie  restoration  of 
passenger  rail  senflce  would  have  on  Portland-Boston 
corridor  including  potential  connection  to  Pease. 


...needs  to  take  a  more  sophisticated  approach  to... looking 
at  current  and  future  use  of  Manchester  by  business 
travelers  going  to  and  from  hotels  and  businesses  on  and 
within  Route 495 ... 

...  should  include  an  analysis  of  the  opportunity  for  rail 
service  to  Manchester  Airport, ... 


[Does  not  adequately]  account  for  the  current  trips  by 
Boston  area  travelers  who  travel  by  airfrom  T.F.  Green  ... 
[or] ...  to  factor  in  future  use  of  T.F.  Green  by  the  residents 
of  Greater  Boston ... 


...  must  contain  a  thorough  examination  of  the  facilities  and 
potential  of  Worcester  Municipal  Airport. 


Response 

The  restoration  of  Portland-Boston  rail  service  was  analyzed  in 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  According  to  the  Portland  Rail  study,  more 
than  99  percent  of  travel  in  the  Portland-Boston  corridor  is  by 
automobile.  The  same  study  estimated  that  restoration  of  the 
rail  service  would  have  no  impact  on  the  amount  of  travelers 
using  air  because  the  rail  travel  time  is  not  competitive  with  the 
air  mode.  Additionally,  the  air  mari<et  is  estimated  at 
only  100,000  annual  passengers.  This  is  less  than 
one-half  of  a  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  total  passenger  traffic  in 
1 999.  Refer  to  Section  2.4  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  air  service  development  at  the  Manchester  Airport 
and  Logan  Airport  passenger  diversion  to  the 
Manchester  Airport. 

Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
description  of  all  ground  access  improvement  projects  at  the 
regional  airports  that  are  currently  in  the  environmental  planning 
or  constmction  phases. 


The  T.F.  Green/Providence  and  Manchester  airports  have 
experienced  significant  traffic  growth  over  the  last  several  years 
as  a  result  of  new  low-fare,  jet  airline  services  to  short-and 
medium-haul  destinations.  The  emerging  role  of  these  airports 
in  sen/ing  the  region's  demand  is  documented  in  Sections  2.3 
and  2.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Since  1995,  Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the 
City  of  Worcester  to  aggressively  market  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  to  airiines.  Massport  increased  its 
involvement  with  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  assuming 
operational  responsibility  of  the  airport  on  January  15, 2000.  By 
its  agreement  with  the  City  of  Worcester,  Massport  could 
assume  ownership  of  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  2005. 
On  February  1 , 2000,  Delta  Connection  began  serving 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  with  two  daily  nonstop  roundtrip 
flights  on  regional  jet  aircraft  to  Atlanta.  On  July  6, 2000, 
American  Eagle  began  service  to  New  York  JFK  Airport  with 
three  daily  nonstop  roundtrip  flights  on  turboprop  aircraft. 
Massport  is  in  ongoing  discussions  with  other  carriers  regarding 
potential  new  services  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  In  . 
addition,  MassHighway  is  analyzing  alternative  highway  routes 
that  would  improve  surface  access  from  1-90  and  1-290  to  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  filed  an  ENF  in  December 
1999.  They  have  begun  the  preparation  of  a  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  for  these  improvements. 

In  addition  to  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport,  Massport  has 
pursued  a  vanety  of  initiatives  to  promote  the  use  of  other 
alternative  regional  airports  and  travel  modes  with  the  goal  of 
relieving  traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport.  For  example, 
in  November  1999,  Massport  and  Governor  Cellucci 
co-sponsored  a  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  the 
New  England  Governors  and  transportation  officials.  The 
Summit  focused  on  joint  marketing  among  the  New  England 
commercial  sen/ice  airports  and  the  joint  promotion  of  rail  and 
road  initiatives  that  will  foster  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional 
transportation  system.  Refer  to  Section  2.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  of  Massports 
regional  transportation  planning  initiatives. 
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Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


98.15 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

...  altematives  that  provide  for  increased  use  of  Hanscom 
for  General  Aviation  (GA)  use  should  be  developed  and 
analyzed. 

Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
description  of  Hanscom  Airfield's  role  as  a  general  aviation 
reliever  airport  for  Logan  Airport.  Hanscom  Airfield  currently  has 
six  times  the  general  aviation  activity  of  Logan  Airport.  General 
aviation  users  of  Logan  Airport  must  pay  a  landing  fee,  while 
there  is  no  landing  fee  charge  at  Hanscom  Airfield  for 
general  aviation  users. 

98.16 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Massport  does  not  even  pay  lip  service  to  the  important 
possibility  of  solving  this  same  delay  problem  by  another 
means:  diverting  a  sufficient  percentage  of  Logan's  flight 
operations  to  other  airports  and  rail  so  as  to  reduce  Logan's 
operations  per  hour  to  90. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  98.2,  the  regional  diversion 
analysis  presented  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  the 
PPP  case  studies  in  Appendices  F  and  G  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

98.17 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

...  has  not  presented  a  credible  analysis  of  peak  period 
pricing ... 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  98.1 . 

98.18 

Altematives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

No  justification  is  given ...  for  the  failure  to  propose  and 
study  an  alternative  applying  a  more  complex  pricing 
mechanism, ... 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  98.1. 

98.19 

Altematives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

The  full  analysis  of  revised  landing  fees  and  peak  period 
pricing  ...  must  include  a  thorough  discussion  and  review  of 
the  Federal  EAS  [Essential  Air  Service]  program ... 

The  PPP  exemption  analysis  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
responds  to  the  directives  of  the  EOEA  Secretary  in  his 
certificate  on  the  Draft  EIR.  A  discussion  of  Massport's 
proposed  PPP  Exemption  Program,  which  covers  all  EAS 
eligible  communities  in  New  England  with  a  Boston  service 
designation,  is  discussed  in  Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

98.20 

Altematives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

No  attempt  is  made ...  to  consider  other  altematives  which 
might  satisfy  the  transportation  needs  of  these  [Cape  Cod] 
communities  [if  peak  period  pncing  were  implemented]. 

Refer  to  Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  which 
includes  an  analysis  of  a  PPP  exemption  program  for  small  air 
service  communities.  The  analysis  shows  that  the  carefully 
crafted  exemption  program  maintains  sen/ice  to  small 
communities  without  diluting  the  overall  delay  reduction  benefits 
of  the  PPP  option. 

98.21 

Altematives 

Runway  14/32 

...  the  new  mnway  would  allow  Logan  to  handle  120  flights 
per  hour  more  of  the  time, ...  The  extent  of  this  proposed 
increase  in  capacity  must  be  studied  and  its  environmental 
impacts,  both  airside  and  groundside,  analyzed. 

Logan  Airport's  normal  airfield  capacity  is 
approximately  1 20  operations  per  hour.  This  capacity  is 
available  at  Logan  Airport  approximately  80  percent  of  the  time. 
Runway  14/32  would  allow  Logan  Airport  to  maintain  this 
capacity  during  periods  of  strong  northwest  winds  that  now 
require  controllers  to  operate  on  only  one  or  two  mnways, 
compared  to  the  typical  three-runway  configurations  used  at 
Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  operational  benefits  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  and  to  Chapter  6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  environmental  impacts  of 
Preferred  Alternative. 

98.22 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Delay  Model 

[Request]  a  more  sophisticated  presentation  of  the  causes 
of  delay  at  Logan. 

Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the  use 
of  configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  mnways,  when 
poor  weather  requires  increased  separation  distances  between 
aircraft,  or  when  airiines  schedule  more  flights  than 
Logan  Airport  can  handle.  The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to 
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congestion  by  addressing  constraints  at  Logan  Airport.  Delays 
caused  by  conditions  at  other  airports  or  other  factors,  such  as 
mechanical  failure,  are  not  addressed  since  Massport  cannot 
influence  these  delays.  Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  contains  a  discussion  of  the  F/W\ 
and  U.S.  DOT  measures  of  delay  and  historical  data,  along  with 
compansons  of  Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States  airports. 

Letter  98:  Conservation  Law  Foundation,  Stephen  H.  Burrington,  General  Counsel 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

98.23 

Environmental 
Justice 

Demographic 
Data 

[Concerned  about]  the  absence  of  any  substantive 
environmental  justice  analysis ... 

Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis.  Low-income 
and  minonty  populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with 
Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order  r, 
and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of 
low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include  households 
at  1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income  and 
minority  populations  caused  by  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative. 

98.24 

Noise 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

The  discussion  of  impacts  of  the  proposed  airside 
improvements  on  the  Boston  Harbor  islands  is  inadequate. 

The  Boston  Harbor  Islands,  while  within  the 

No  Action  Alternative  (Altemative  4) 

65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (dB  DNL)  contour,  will  have  no 

noise  increase  with  the  Preferred  Altemative.  Refer  to 

Section  6.3.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional 

discussion  of  parklands  relative  to  the  Preferred  Altemative. 

98.25 

Ecosystems 

Rare  Species 

This  plan  may  be  adequate  but  it  should  be  fully  aired  prior 
to  its  inclusion  in  a  Final  EIR/S. 

The  concept  mitigation  plan  presented  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  has  evolved  through  discussions  between 
Massport,  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (MNHESP)  and  the 
Massachusetts  National  Guard.  Based  upon  this  coordination, 
Massport  has  developed  a  MOD  with  Massachusetts  National 
Guard  for  long-term  management  of  the  mitigation  site  at 
Camp  Edwards  once  Massport  has  funded  the  initial  grassland 
restoration  project.  Furthermore,  MNHESP  has  issued  a  draft 
Conservation  and  Management  Permit  incorporating  permit 
conditions.  Copies  of  the  MOU  and  the  draft  permit  are 
contained  in  Appendix  E  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

98.26 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Air  Quality 
Model 

The  air  quality  analysis  in  the  DEIS/R  has  serious 
deficiencies,  as  demonstrated  by  the  comments  of 
Dr.  Henry  S.  Cole.  .. effects  of  particulate  matter  with  a 
diameter  of  less  than  2.5  microns . . . 

Particulate  Matter  (PM)  emission  factors  for  aircraft  are 
very  limited,  at  best,  and  nonexistent  in  most  cases.  Therefore, 
as  a  conservative,  worst-case  assumption,  the  air  quality 
analysis  assumed  that  all  PM  is  less  than  ten  microns  in 
diameter.  No  emission  factors  or  approximation  methods  are 
available  for  PM  2.5. 

98.27 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

...  a  Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
■  Statement/Report  is  warranted. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  98.4. 

Letter  98:  Conservation  Law  Foundation,  Stephen  H.  Burrington,  General  Counsel 
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LETTER  99 


SccTCtaiy  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attn:  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Anhur  Pugslcy  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  St.,  20*  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 


Dear  Mr.  Pugslcy: 

Laborers'  Local  22  is  wnting  today  in  full  support  of  Massachusetts  Port  Authority's 
Airside  Improvement  plan  for  Logan  International  Airport.  Local  22  firmly  believes  that  this 
project  is  necessary  to  reduce  delays,  improve  the  quality  of  life  of  our  members  and  provide 
much  needed  employment  opportunities. 

Delays  at  Logan  are  consistently  among  the  worst  in  the  United  States.  These  delays  arc 
not  only  mconvenient,  they  are  costly.  In  1998  delays  at  Logan  cost  airlines  and  their  passengers 
nearly  $310  million.  These  losses  ultimately  affcci  the  livelihood  of  many  working  men  and 
women  as  it  impedes  the  ability  of  Boston  and  the  region  to  compete  in  a  global  economy. 


99.1 


99.3 


A  major  component  of  tlic  Airside  Improvement  project.  Runway  14/32,  provides 
sigmficant  noise  relief  for  our  members  living  m  the  highest  impacted  noise  areas  of  East 
Boston's  Bayswater,  Revcre's  Beachmont  and  Winthrop's  Court  Road  and  Point  Shirley  as  well  992 
as  South  Boston's  Castle  Island  area.  The  new  unidirectional  Runway  shifts  75,000  flights  over 
the  water  rather  than  other  communities.  The  proposed  ccnterficld  taxiway  and  other 
improvements  would  further  enhance  air  quality  by  reducmg  aircraft  idlmg  and  queuing  on  the 
airfield  and  reduce  ground  noise  from  taxying  aircraft  to  adjacent  neighborhoods. 

With  an  annual  economic  impact  of  S5  billion.  Logan  International  Airport  is  directly 
responsible  for  creating  more  than  15,000  jobs  in  this  area,  many  of  which  are  the  hard  working 
men  and  women  of  Laborers'  Local  22. 

It  is  therefore,  without  reservation,  that  Laborers'  Local  22  wholeheartedly  supports 
Airside  Improvements  at  Logan  Airport  and  eagerly  looks  forward  to  the  project's  approval. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 


Louis  A.  Mandarini,  Jr. 
Business  Manager 
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Letter  99 

Construction  and  General 
Laborers'  Union  Local  22 
Louis  A.  Mandarin!  Jr.,  Business  Manager 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

99.1 

Noise 

Runway  14/32 

...Runway  14/32,  provides  significant  noise  relief  for  our 
members  living  in  tfie  highest  impacted  noise  areas  of 
East  Boston's  Bayswater,  Revere's  Beachmont  and 
Winthrop's  Court  Road  and  Point  Shirley  as  well  as  South 
Boston's  Castle  Island  area. 

Comment  noted. 

99.2 

Noise 

Runway  14/32 

The  new  unidirectional  Runway  shifts  75,0000  flights  over 
the  water  rather  than  other  communities. 

Comment  noted. 

99.3 

Alternatives 

Taxiway 
Improvement 

The  proposed  centerfield  taxiway  and  other  improvements 
would  further  enhance  air  quality.... 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  99:  Construction  and  General  Laborers'  Union  Local  22,  Louis  A.  Mandarini  Jr.,  Business  Manager 


Please  respond  to: 

38  New  Hampshire  AV 
Massapequa,  NY  1 1758 

April  16,  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

1 00  Cambridge  Street 

20""  floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

SUBJECT:  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 

Boston-Logan  International  Airport 

REFERENCE:  Draft  EIS/EIR 

Dear  Sir: 

These  comments  are  submitted  by  Continental  Airlines  and  supplement  and  expand  upon 
the  statement  made  at  the  April  8,  1999,  public  hearing  on  the  subject  project  held  at  the 
Holiday  Inn,  225  McClellan  Highway,  E  Boston,  MA. 

My  name  is  Glenn  Morse.  I  am  Senior  Director,  Industry  Affairs,  for  Continental 
Airlines.  Prior  to  joining  Continental  Airlines  14  months  ago,  I  served  as  Managing 
Director.  Regional  Operations,  for  the  Air  Transport  Association.  ATA  is  the  trade 
association  for  all  the  major  US  passenger  and  cargo  airlines.    In  my  role  with  ATA,  1 
worked  closely  with  FAA  and  Massport  to  implement  environmentally  acceptable  air 
traffic  and  airport  improvements  to  reduce  the  historically  high  level  of  delays  at  Logan. 
As  a  result  of  this  involvement,  Massport  asked  me  to  co-chair  the  Airside  Review 
Committee  which  was  formed  to  insure  active  and  extensive  community  involvement  in 
the  planning  and  environmental  processes  associated  with  the  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project. 


The  Airside  Review  Committee  was  comprised  of  community  and  business 
representatives  and  served  as  a  technical  haison  between  Massport  and  the  many  diverse 
constituencies  around  Logan. 

In  order  to  further  assist  the  community  in  the  review  process,  Massport  allocated  funds 
to  the  Logan  Community  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  for  an  independent  consultant  to 
analyze  and  critique  the  technical  results  of  this  study.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the 
CAC's  consultant  did  not  dispute  and,  in  fact,  accepted  Massport's  technical  findings  on 
the  operational  benefits  and  environmental  analysis  which  serve  as  the  basis  for  this 
environmental  documentation.  (See  Attachment  1,  excerpt  from  COMMUNITY 
ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  POSITION  STATEMENT  RE  MASSPORT'S  AIRSIDE 
IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  PROPOSALS,  April  9,  1997,  to  Peter  Blute,  Executive 
Director,  Massport). 

The  purpose  of  this  introduction  is  to  describe  briefly  the  extensive  coordination  process 
which  Massport  used  to  foster  understanding  of  the  various  components  of  the  proposed 
Logan  Airside  Improvement  Project. 

Continental  Airlines  supports  implementation  of  all  of  the  airfield  improvements  and  the 
instrument  approach  minimums  reductions  contained  in  Massport's  preferred 
improvement  Alternative  lA. 

Alternative  1 A  consists  of: 

Unidirectional  Runway  14/32 
Midfield  taxiway 

Minimums  reductions  for  Runways  15R  and  33L,  22L  and  27 
Extension  Taxiway  D 
Realignment  of  Taxiway  N 
Southwest  taxiway  optimization 

For  the  record,  we  concur  with  Massport's  decision  to  exclude  implementation  of  peak 
hour  pricing  from  the  preferred  alternative  at  this  time  because  of  its  limited  delay 
reduction  benefit  as  identified  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS;  its  adverse  economic  impacts;  and  a 
firm  belief  that  it  does  not  address  the  primary  causes  of  delay  at  Logan  — wind  and 
weather. 

We  support  all  of  the  taxiway  improvements,  most  importantly  the  midfield  taxiway, 
because  they  will  enhance  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  aircraft  movements  on  the  airport. 
These  efficiency  gains  translate  to  environmental  benefits  as  stated  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS 
because  they  reduce  taxi  times  and  consequently  reduce  the  engine  and  noise  emissions 
associated  with  taxiing  aircraft. 

We  support  the  reduction  of  minimums  as  proposed  because  these  operational 
improvements  will  enhance  the  safety  of  our  operations,  increase  the  reliability  of  our 
operations,  and  reduce  the  adverse  environmental  consequences  of  urmecessary  missed 


2 


approaches  and  the  delays  and  airborne  holding  that  result.  In  some  circumstances  it 
may  also  give  the  tower  the  ability  to  change  arrival  runways  to  reduce  dwell  and/or 
persistence,  and  better  achieve  PRAS  goals. 

Finally,  Continental  supports  the  construction  of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32.  Everyone 
acknowledges  that  14/32  is  not  a  silver  bullet  for  all  of  the  delays  that  occur  at  Logan. 
However,  in  good  weather,  when  the  winds  are  from  the  northwest,  there  is  typically  only 
one  arrival  runway,  Rimway  33L.  This  causes  extraordinary  arrival  delays  and  holding. 
When  the  winds  are  very  strong,  all  of  Logan's  traffic  must  use  a  single  runway  for 
arrival  and  departure,  and  delays  can  exceed  four  hours.  This  has  been  a  problem  at 
Logan  in  the  past,  is  a  problem  now,  and  will  continue  to  be  a  problem  in  the  future 
regardless  of  the  growth  in  passengers  or  operations. 

The  new  runway,  as  proposed  by  Massport,  will  eliminate  most  of  these  delays  and  their 
adverse  impact  on  the  communities  around  Logan.  Contrary  to  the  assertions  of  those 
opposed  to  the  runway,  Runway  14/32  does  not  increase  "the  overall  capacity"  of  the 
airport:  it  does  increase  the  arrival  capacity  of  the  Runway  27/3  3  L  configuration  in  good 
weather  to  the  level  achievable  with  the  other  two  primary  configurations  of  Runways 
4L/R  and  9,  and  22L/R  and  27. 

The  delays  which  occur  when  the  airport  operates  on  the  Runway  27/33L  configuration 
during  heavy  traffic  periods  cause  adverse  impacts  on  the  communities  around  Logan  in 
the  following  ways: 

1.  Late  flights  arrive  and  depart  later  in  the  evening  during  more  noise 
sensitive  hours  and  are  exempt  from  Massport' s  existing  noise  rules. 

2.  Aircraft  holding  to  land  increase  noise  and  emissions  over  communities  around 
the  airport. 

3.  Finally,  and  probably  most  important,  these  delays  cause  the  tower  to 

use  the  higher  capacity  "north/south"  runway  configurations  more  frequently. 
This  has  occurred  in  the  past,  and  as  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  states  -  will  occur  more 
frequently  in  the  future  as  traffic  increases.  (See  Draft  EIS/EIR  Figure  4.5-3, 
"Jet  Overflights  by  Operating  Direction  are  more  Balanced  with  Runway  14/32," 
page  4-38). 

The  following  discussion  expands  on  this  last  point: 

In  order  to  mitigate  the  delays  which  occur  in  northwest  wind  conditions,  the 
FAA  uses  other  runway  combinations  with  greater  arrival  capacity.  This 
increases  noise  impacts  in  the  communities  north  and  south  of  the  airport  affected 
by  those  runways,  and  ultimately  prevents  FAA  and  Massport  from  achieving 
long  standing,  community  supported  runway  use  goals.  The  attached  runway  use 
statistics  for  turbojet  aircraft  compiled  by  Massport  for  the  period  1980  through 
1997  clearly  show  this  preference  for  a  higher  capacity  runway  configuration 


3 


starting  in  1992.  This  was  precipitated  by  the  worsening  delay  situation  during 
northwest  wind  conditions  at  Logan.  FAA  statistics  show  that  delays  at  Logan 
per  1,000  operations  increased  progressively  from  32.8  in  1991  to  34.6  in  1992 
and  peaked  at  39.2  in  1993. 

The  four  pertinent  statistics  are: 

Runway  33L  arrivals 
Runway  27  departures 
Runway  4R  arrivals 
Runway  9  departures 

Prior  to  1992,  average  aimual  use  for  these  operations  was: 

Runway  33L  -  Approximately  30%  annually  and  never  less  than  25%, 
Runway  27  -   Approximately  18%  annually  and  never  less  than  14.1%,  which 

occurred  in  1 986,  when  the  runway  was  closed  for 

approximately  six  weeks  for  rehabilitation. 
Runway  4R  -  Approximately  31%  and  never  more  than  37.3%, 
Runway  9  -     Approximately  22%  and  never  more  than  26.4%. 

Beginning  in  1 992,  in  order  to  reduce  delays,  the  tower  began  to  use  Runway  4R 
for  arrival  (with  Runway  4L)  and  Runways  9  and  4R  for  departure  in  lieu  of 
Runway  33L  for  arrival  and  Runway  27  for  departure.  As  a  result,  the  use  of 
Runway  27  for  departure  dropped  to  10%,  hit  a  significant  low  of  4%  in  1993, 
and  has  averaged  \2%  since  1992.  Similarly,  Runway  33L  arrivals  dropped  to 
17%)  in  1992,  and  hit  a  low  of  15%  in  1993,  and  have  averaged  less  than  20% 
since  1992.  Runway  4R  arrivals  increased  to  a  high  of  44%  in  1993,  and  have 
averaged  40%)  since  1 992,  and  Runway  9  departures  increased  to  3 1  %  in  1 992, 
and  33%)  in  1993,  and  have  averaged  over  30%  annually  since  1992. 

The  FAA  continues  to  use  the  higher  capacity  "north/south"  configurations  in 
order  to  reduce  delay  and  improve  airport  efficiency. 

In  conclusion,  at  current  or  any  fliture  traffic  levels.  Runway  14/32  limited  to 
unidirectional  use  provides  safety,  capacity  and  environmental  benefits  and  reduces 
delays  when  winds  are  out  of  the  northwest  and  contributes  to  the  achievement  of 
existing  runway  use  goals. 

Continental  believes  the  draft  EIR/EIS  adequately  addresses  all  of  the  critical 
environmental  and  operational  issues  associated  with  this  important  airport  improvement 
program  and  reaches  the  most  beneficial  conclusion  for  the  users  of  Logan  Airport,  the 
communities  around  the  airport,  the  City  of  Boston,  and  the  State  of  Massachusetts.  That 
conclusion  is  a  recommendation  to  adopt  Alternative  1 A  including  the  construction  of 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  as  the  preferred  development  alternative. 


4 


ThanK  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


Glenn  Morse 
Senior  Director 
Industry  Affairs 


Attachments  (2) 

cc:  B.  Desrosiers,  Massport 
T.  J.  Kinton,  Massport 


5 


ATTACHMENT  1 


i 

Massport  CAC  Position  Paper  to  Peter  Blute,  Exec.  Dir.,  Massport  4/9/1997       Page  2 

throughout  the  surrounding  affected  communities.  It  is  not  enough  to  formally  review, 
decide  and  mitigate  or  compensate  for  aspects  of  a  particular  project.  Each  change  must 
be  regarded  as  an  opportunity  and  a  reason  to  reassess  the  totality  of  Logan's  impacts, 
and  to  readdress  them  as  constructively  as  possible.  Proposed  changes  do  not  happen 
in  a  vacuum;  they  accumulate  individually  into  the  totality  of  the  whole  picture  of 
impacts. 

In  the  case  at  hand,  Massporfs  stated  rationale  for  proposing  the  "Airside  Improvements 
Project"  is  to  reduce  operational  delays  to  carriers  and  passengers  resulting  from  condi- 
tions and  facilities,  or  lack  thereof,  at  Logan.  You  must  se«  that  the  residential  commun- 
ities tying  in  Logan's  shadow  do  not  care  about  the  impacts  of  delays  upon  the  traveling 
public  (  which  include  themselves)  or  their  air  carriers,  except  to  the  extent  that  those 
delays  may  cause  increased  impacts  on  those  communities. 


Our  responsibility,  as  the  CAC,  is  to  seek  improvements  in  environmental  conditions,  both 
overall  and  in  each  community.  It  follows  then  that  our  reactions  will  often  differ  from 
those  of  the  business  sectors,  those  having  been  ably  representee*  on  the  Airside  Review 
Committee.  The  role  of  the  CAC,  whether  as  part  of  the  ARC,  or  independently,  is  to  study 
and  discuss  the  materials  presented  and  otherwise  available  data  bearing  on  the  issues, 
and  to  advise  the  ARC  and  Massport  regarding  community  concerns. 

We  appreciate  having  been  afforded  some  means  of  conducting  independent  reviews,  and 
while  we  were  excluded  in  the  initial  process  and  should  have  been  involved  eariier,  what 
was  done  cannot  be  undone.  The  information  presented  and  the  manner  of  presentation 
has  been  very  helpful  in  understanding  the  details  of  the  proposals  and  the  concerns  and 
objectives  of  the  project  proponents.  Our  consultant  team  has  been  provided  reasonable 
opportunities  to  further  explore  the  analyses  conducted  by  your  staff  and  consultants  as 
well. 


Massporfs  consultants  have  presented  information  and  analyses  which  depict  the 
proposed  project  elements  as  being  of  value  in  reducing,  operational  delays  to  aircraft 
operations,  and  their  being  essentially  benign  or  even  environmentally  beneficial  given 
certain  critical  assumptions.  Our  consultants  have  advised  us  that  on  the  technical  level 

L those  analyses  and  evaluations  are  rational  and  competentiy  performed,  and  that  the 
data  upon  which  they  are  based  are  reasonable. 

You  must  understand,  however,  that  those  analyses,  and  the  measures  of  Impact  which 
are  employed,  while  inafguabiy  "state  of  the  arf ,  do  not  reflect  our  real  worid  experience 
over  the  days,  nights  and  years  of  ■'living  with  Logan".  We  use  the  unquantifiable  but  very 
real  ''misery  Index",  a  reflection  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  extended  periods  of  near- 
constant  noise  bombardment,  interrupted  sleep  and  relaxation,  smell,  soot  and  concern 
for  safety. 


Are  things  getting  better?  Individual  aircraft  are  quieter  and  cleaner  but  there  are  so 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  100 
Continental  Airlines,  Inc. 
Glen  Morse,  Senior  Director,  Industry  Affairs 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

100.1 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

...supports  implementation  of  all  of  the  airfield 
improvements  and  the  instrument  approach  minimums 
reductions  contained  in  Massport's  preferred  improvement 
Altemative  1A. 

Comment  noted. 

100.2 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

. . .  we  concur  with  Massport/s  decision  to  exclude 
implementation  of  peak  hour  pricing  from  the  prefen-ed 
altemative  at  this  time.... 

Comment  noted. 

100.3 

Alternatives 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

We  support  all  of  the  taxiway  improvements,  most 
importantly  the  midfield  taxiway,  because  they  will  enhance 
the  safety  and  efficiency  of  aircraft  movements.... 

Comment  noted. 

100.4 

Alternatives 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

We  support  the  reduction  of  minimums  as  proposed.. .In 
some  circumstances  it  may  also  give  the  tower  the  ability  to 
change  arrival  runways  to  reduce  dwell  and/or  persistence, 
and  better  achieve  PRAS  goals. 

Comment  noted. 

lUU.O 

Alternatives 

Runway  Use 

...Continental  supports  the  construction  of  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32... when  the  winds  are  from  the  northwest, 
there  is  typically  only  one  arrival  njnway.  Runway 
33L...This  has  been  a  problem  at  Logan  in  the  past,  is  a 
problem  now,  and  will  continue  to  be  a  problem  in  the  future 
regardless  of  the  growth  in  passengers  or  operations. 

Comment  noted. 

i  100.6 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

...Runway  14/32  does  not  increase  "the  overall  capacity"  of 
the  aip)rt.... 

Comment  noted. 

100.7 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delays 

The  delays  which  occur  when  the  airport  operates  on  the 
Runway  27/33L  configuration  during  heavy  traffic  periods 
cause  adverse  impacts  on  the  communities  around 
Logan.... 

Northwest  winds  requiring  the  use  of  Runway  33L  or  27/33L  are 
a  major  source  of  Logan  Airport's  delays.  Runway  14/32  would 
substantially  reduce  these  delays  and  the  resulting 
environmental  impacts. 

100.8 

Alternatives 

Runway  Use 

...at  current  or  any  future  traffic  levels.  Runway  14/32 
limited  to  unidirectional  use  provides  safety,  capacity  and 
environmental  benefits  and  reduces  delays  when  winds  are 
out  of  the  northwest  and  contributes  to  the  achievement  of 
existing  mnway  use  goals. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  100:  Continental  Airlines  Inc.,  Glen  Morse,  Senior  Director,  Industry  Affairs 


A  Delta  Air  Lines 


.  LETTER 

John  Boatright  ,  j/Sj 

Vice  President  {j  I  ^  I 

Properaes  and  Facilities  April  8,  1 9^         7/  ' 

Mr.  Thomas  J.  Kinton,  Jr.  "  f/^ 

Director  of  Aviation 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
One  Harborside  Drive,  Suite  200S 
East  Boston,  Massachusetts  02128-2909 

Dear  Tom: 


0 


This  letter  will  serve  as  notice  that  Delta  Air  Lines  is  in  support  of  the  Airside 

Improvement  Planning  Projects  as  outlined  in  the  Delay  Reduction  Program 

package  proposed  by  Massport  for  Logan  Intemational  Airport.  In  particular, 

the  construction  of  the  new  uni-directional  runway  14/32  would  vastly  improve  101.1 

the  efficiency  of  the  airfield  during  certain  wind  conditions  and  reduce  the 

delays  otherwise  experienced  when  these  conditions  exist.  During  such  times, 

the  airport  is  constrained  and  must  operate  at  a  level  far  below  the  normal 

airfield  capacity  due  to  the  lack  of  an  efficient  runway  configuration  needed  to 

meet  the  operational  requirements  that  are  addressed  by  other  runways  in 

different  wind  conditions. 

Along  with  the  construction  of  the  new  runway,  the  other  projects  outlined  in 
the  Airfield  Improvement  Planning  Projects  package  will  provide  for  even 
greater  efficiencies  and  benefit  to  the  airport. 


ectfully. 


cc:  Mr.  Daimy  Quillen,  Delta  Air  Lines,  Inc. 
Mr.  Harold  Bevis,  Delta  Air  Lines,  Inc. 
Mr.  Dave  Bushy,  Delta  Air  Lines,  Inc. 
Mr.  Larry  Aldrich,  Delta  Air  Lines,  Inc. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  101 
Delta  Airlines 
John  Boatright,  Vice  President, 
Properties  and  Facilities 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

101.1    ;  Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

. .  .the  construction  of  new  uni-directional  runway  1 4/32 

Comment  noted. 

;  would  vastly  improve  the  efficiency  of  the  airfield  during 

;  certain  wind  conditions  and  reduce  the  delays  othenwise 

1  experienced  when  these  conditions  exist 

Letter  101:  Delta  Airlines,  John  Boatright,  Vice  President,  Properties  and  Facilities 


4^  Delta  Air  Lines 


Dave  Bushy 
Vice  Preiidenr 
Flight  Operations 


LETTER 


May  7,  1999 


Mr.  Peter  Blute 
Executive  Director  and  CEO 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
One  Harborside  Drive,  Suite  200S 
East  Boston.  MA  02128-2909 

Dear  Mr.  Blute: 

On  behalf  of  the  Delta  Air  Lines  Flight  Operations  Department,  I  would  like  to 
express  my  support  for  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Project  and  the 
construction  of  a  new  uni-directional  commuter  runway  as  a  key  element  in 
this  major  delay  reduction  initiative. 

This  new  runway  will  play  a  major  role  in  enhancing  airport  operations  and 
reducing  delays,  particularly  during  strong  northwest  wind  conditions  which 
limit  all  aircraft  operations  to  Runway  33L.  These  conditions  result  in 
frequent  and  often  extensive  delays  that  inconvenience  our  customers,  disrupt 
our  otherwise  enviable  on-time  performance,  and  cost  our  company  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars  annually.  My  personal  experiences  as  Chief  Pilot  for 
Delta  in  Boston  provided  me  with  first-hand  knowledge  of  the  need  for  this 
runway,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  it  will  not  increase  noise  to  airport  neighbors. 

Construction  of  the  new  runway  1 4/32  will  be  a  substantive  investment  in  the 
future  of  the  city  of  Boston  and  Logan  Airport  as  a  major  gateway  for  air  travel 
in  the  Northeastern  United  Stales.  Delta  Air  Lines  strongly  recommends 
moving  forward  with  the  Airside  Improvement  plan. 


cc:  Mr.  Thomas  Kinton,  Director  of  Aviation — Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
Mr.  Scott  Yohe,  Senior  Vice  President — Government  Affairs 
Mr.  Harold  Bevis,  Vice  President — Public  Affairs 
Mr.  John  Boairight,  Vice  President — Properties  8c  Facilities 
Mr.  Danny  Quillen,  General  Manager — Public  Affairs 
Mr.  Larry  Aldrich,  Regional  Director — Properties  &  Facilities 


Sincerely. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  102 
Delta  Airlines 
David  Bushy,  Vice  President, 

Flight  Operations 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

;  102.1    1  Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

This  new  runway  will  play  a  major  role  in  enhancing  airport 
;  operations  and  reducing  delays,  particularly  dunng  strong 
!  northwest  wind  conditions  which  limit  all  aircraft  operations 
1  to  Runway  33L. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  102:  Delta  Airlines,  David  Bushy,  Vice  President,  Flight  Operations 


East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Ciwic  Association 


Mr.  Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmmtal  A£&irs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr.  Durand, 


LETTER  103 

Eagle  Hill 
Easl  Boston.  MA 

02128  March  12,  1999 


As  residents,  tax-payers  and  homeowners  in  East  Boston,  we  write  to  urge  you  to  oppose  Massport's  proposed 
runway  14/32.  According  to  Massport's  EIS  report,  the  ninway  will  reduce  delays  only  20%  of  the  time  AND     j  Q 
would  be  eflfective  only  until  the  year  2003,  when  delays  at  Logan  will  return  to  present  levels.  The  permanent 
aivirc«imental  damage  that  will  be  caused  Boston  residents  cannot  be  justified  by  this  shortsighted  proposal.  The 
Eagle  Hill  Civic  Association  has  worked  for  the  past  15  years  to  increase  awarmess  about  the  historical  and 
architectural  value  of  Victorian  homes  oa  Eagle  Hill,  the  most  densely  populated  area  of  East  Boston.  Because  of 
the  work  we  have  daae  rmovating  hundreds  of  homes  and  buildings.  Eagle  HiU  is  now  listed  on  the  National 
Registry  of  Historic  Places  and  many  middle  class  residents  are  choosing  to  move  to  Eagle  Hill,  thus  building  up 
the  City's  badly  needed  tax  base. 

Because  14/32  wiE  increase  flints  on  existing  runways  27  and  33,  residents  of  Eagle  Hill  who  already  shoulder 
an  unfair  portion  of  airport  noise,  fumes  and  traffic  will  be  permanently  and  dangerously  impacted  with  triple  the 
amount  of  planes  passing  over  our  homes.  This  will  be  a  particular  danger  for  our  children,  as  Eagle  Hill  has  the 
highest  concentration  of  children  and  schools  in  East  Boston.  With  14/32,  operatiais  <xi  runway  27  (impacting      -j  H 
Roxbury,  South  Bosttxi,  the  South  End,  Dorchester,  Jamaica  Plain,  Roslindale,  West  Roxbury  and  Brookline)  ^ 
will  increase  from  18,000  to  56,495  annually.  Operaticxis  cm  runway  33  (affecting  East  Boston,  Chelsea, 
Charlestown,  Hull,  Revere,  Somerville,  Cambridge,  Winthrop,  Mekose)  will  increase  from  6,082  to  over  2 1,000 
annually  YeL,  Massport  Continues  to  downplay  these  impacts  as  "envirorunaitally  insignificant." 

Massport's  EIS  report  doesn't  mention  that  fact  that  since  1992.  delays  at  Logan  have  decreased.  This 
information  is  publicly  available  in  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's  1998  ACE  (Airport  Enhancement 
Capacity)  Report  and  on  the  website  www.asc.faa.gov.  The  only  reason  that  Massport  can  clami  that  Logan  has    j  ^ 
a  "delay  problem,"  is  because  Massport  uses  unreaUstically  high  "maximum  capacity"  goals.  Airports  such  as 
Dallas  or  Denver,  located  on  relatively  unpopulated  land  can  s^  higher  maximum  capacity  numbers.  Airports 
located  in  densely  populated  urban  areas  must  accept  the  reality  that  maximum  capacity  goals  have  to  be  lower 
than  those  at  airports  in  ncra-urban  areas,  due  to  environmaital  and  health  impacts  on  local  residents.  The  only 
reason  Massport  calls  itself  a  "high  delay"  airport  is  because  they  aim  for  120  planes  per  hour  as  their  maximum 
capacity.  If  their  goals  were  set  at  a  more  reahstic  90  planes  per  hour  (used  in  other  urban  airports),  Logan" 
would  not  have  a  serious  delay  problem. 

Massport's  EIS  represents  the  interests  of  airhnes  and  airport-related  businesses,  all  of  whom  stand  to  make  big 
profits  if  Logan's  overall  capacity  is  increased  by  runway  14/32.  The  EIS  does  not  consider  health  impacts         j  ^ 
envircHimental  and  quality  of  Life  issues  of  Boston's  inner  city  residents.  The  EIS  does  not  include  the  negative 
indemruty  of  real  estate  prices  for  the  thousands  of  homes  under  the  fhght  paths,  nor  increased  crime  and  lost  tax 


-  revenues  for  the  City  of  BostCD  ^en  middle  class  &iiiilies  are  forced  to  move  else^ere  because  of  the  excessive 
plane  noise  and  fumes.  Ahhou^  adequate  testing  has  not  been  done,  I  dcn't  believe  it  is  a  coincidence  that  many 
residents  ofEast  Boston  are  hard  of  hearing.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  in  Greater  Boston  need  your 
support  on  this  issue.  Please  reject  Massport's  EIS,  v/aik  to  keep  the  present  court  injunction  in  place  and 
encourage  Massport  to  seek  attemative  methods  to  handle  projected  air  travel  increases. 

Significantly  more  flights  should  be  directed  to  Hanscom  Airport,  located  just  25  minutes  fix^m  Boston  and 
presently  utilized  at  only  a  third  of  its  capacity.  Hanscom  has  the  runway  capacity  right  now  to  handle 
commercial  commuter  planes.  Massport  must  designate  Hanscom  as  a  commercial  commuter  airport  instead  of  a 
"small  corporate  jet"  airport,  as  it  is  now  classified.  By  increasing  air  traffic  at  Hanscom,  Worcester,  Manchester 
and  Providence  to  the  maximum  capacity  possible,  Massport  will  avoid  fiiture  delays  at  Logan  with  minimal 
negative  impacts  on  Greater  Boston  residents  who  already  receive  the  lion's  share  of  negative  impacts  from 
regional  air  travel.  We  desperately  need  airport  impact  relief  for  the  existing  noise  and  tmfGc,  not  additional 
negative  impacts! 

Another  alternative  which  Massport  has  been  unwilling  to  implement  is  Peak  Hour  Pricing,  a  demand 
management  tool  which  is  very  successfully  used  in  the  hotel  and  tourism  industry  as  well  as  the  electric  utility 
industry.  For  profit  reascms,  airiines  prefer  to  increase  capacity  rather  than  manage  demand,  h  is  an  injustice 
when  greedy  profit  motives  overrule  the  well-being  of  human  beings.  Massport  has  the  qjportunity  to  become  a 
national  leader  in  airport  demand  management  and  should  give  peak  hour  pricing  a  year-long  trial  implementation 
before  prc^osing  the  construction  of  any  new  rxmways. 

Massport  claims  to  be  a  "good  neigjibor,"  yet  they  secretly  met  bdiind  closed  doors  with  representatives  of  the 
media  and  business  sectors  to  gamer  their  support  before  publicly  announcing  plans  to  build  14/32.  The  Globe, 
the  Herald  and  most  major  TV  networks  came  out  in  favor  of  the  proposal  even  before  the  MEPA  enviromnental 
impact  report  was  published!  Is  this  fair  play?  Is  this  being  a  good  nei^bor?  Despite  Massport's  economic  and 
political  advantages,  residents  of  East  Boston  and  Greater  Boston  will  figjbt  this  proposal  by  every  means 
available.  We  hope  we  can  count  on  your  support. 


Sincerely, 


Debra  L.  Cave,  President 

East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Civic  AssociatiOT 
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Letter  103 

East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association 
Debra  L.  Cave,  President 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


103.1 


Purpose  and 
Need 


Delay 
Reduction 


. .  .the  runway  will  reduce  delays  only  20%  of  the  time  AND 
would  be  effective  only  until  the  year  2003,  when  delays  at 
Logan  will  return  to  present  levels. 


1032  Noise 


Runway  Use 


...14/32  will  increase  flights  on  existing  runways  27  and 
33... operations  on  runway  27. ..will  increase  from  18,000  to 
56,495  annually.  Operations  on  runway  33... will  increase 
from  6,082  to  over  21 ,000  annually. 


103.3    ^  Delay 


Model 


Massport's  EIS  report  doesn't  mention  that  fact  that  since 
1992,  delays  at  Logan  have  decreased.  If  their  goals  were 
set  at  a  more  realistic  90  planes  per  hour  (used  in  other 
urban  airports),  Logan  would  not  have  a  serious  delay 
problem. 


Response 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Altemative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  ainway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.51^  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of  the 
regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  bienefits  will  accrue  over 
time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows  that 
delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic  levels 
increase. 


The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  projects  that  the 
Preferred  Altemative  would  promote  runway  use  in  a  manner 
that  is  more  consistent  with  annual  PRAS  goals.  The  total 
number  of  departures  from  Runway  27  (over  South  Boston, 
Roxbury,  and  Jamaica  Plain)  would  increase,  but  the  number  of 
equivalent  jet  operations  would  remain  essentially  the  same. 
The  difference  in  these  communities  would  be  fewer  nighttime 
operations  and  more  daytime  operations  but  the  same  noise 
impacts.  Total  departures  from  Runway  33L  and  arrivals  to 
Runway  15R  (over  East  Boston  and  Chelsea)  would  increase, 
but  most  of  these  are  non-jets.  These  njnway  operations  are 
currently  running  well  below  the  PRAS  goals,  and  the 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  allow  the  controllers  to 
approach,  but  still  remain  below  the  annual  goals  for  these 
operations.  Additionally,  by  increasing  the  number  of  operations 
over  water.  Runway  14/32  would  reduce  the  total  annual  hours 
of  dwell  and  persistence  over  populated  areas  in  accordance 
with  short-term  PRAS  goals. 


The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a  discussion  of  the  FAA 
and  DOT  delay  measures  and  historical  data,  along  with 
comparisons  of  Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States  airports. 
FAA  Opsnet  delays  at  Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993,  declined 
for  two  years  and  are  rising  again.  Anival  delays,  wrtiich  would 
be  directly  affected  by  Runway  14/32,  have  risen  steadily  since 
1994.  Airfield  capacity  is  a  function  of  the  runways  in  service, 
the  fleet  mix  using  them,  prevailing  weather  conditions,  and 
FAA  air  traffic  control  procedures.  l\/1asspor1  cannot  arbitrarily 
define  the  mnway  capacity  and  regulate  airiine  schedules.  The 
highest  capacity  configuration  at  Logan  Airport  today  for  three 
runways  in  good  weather  is  about  120  operations  per  hour. 


Letter  103:  East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association,  Debra  L.  Cave,  President 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

103.4     Environmental      Impacts         '  The  EIS  does  not  consider  health  impacts  environmental 
Justice  and  quality  of  life  issues  of  Boston's  inner  city  residents. 


103.5     Regional  Regional 
Alternatives  Airports 


...more  flights  should  be  directed  to  Hanscom  Airport.. .By 
increasing  air  traffic  at  Hanscom,  Worcester,  Manchester 
and  Providence  to  the  maximum  capacity  possible, 
Massport  will  avoid  future  delays  at  Logan.... 


Response 

Massport  has  provided  the  City  of  Boston  and  public  health 
agencies  with  air  quality  and  emissions  data. 

In  January  1996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  health 
data,  including  mortality  and  morbidity  from  each  neighborhood 
in  Boston  and  cancer  incidence  data  available  from  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health.  These  data 
indicated  that  causal  relationships  cannot  be  determined  at  this 
time.  A  review  of  the  1999  Report  to  the  Mayor,  Health  ol 
Boston  prepared  by  the  Boston  Public  Health  Commission 
leads  to  a  similar  conclusion.  In  addition,  Massport  has  shared 
the  results  of  the  Soot  Deposition  Study  m\h  public  health 
agencies  and  is  cooperating  with  the  Harvard  School  of  Public 
Health  on  the  South  Boston  Particle  Source  Apportionment 
Study. 

Infonmation  on  public  health  issues  is  provided  in  Chapters  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports 
are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-tenn  strategy  to 
accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth.  Massport  has 
actively  encouraged  the  development  of  regional  airports  and 
use  of  other  options,  including  high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's 
largest  market,  New  York.  Regional  service  was  examined  in 
Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports  the 
conclusion  that  greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  will  provide 
passengers  within  the  sen/ice  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable 
alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within 
Logan  Airport's  pnmary  sen/ice  area  will  remain  strong,  the 
improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the 
need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 

With  recent  sen/ice  developments,  Manchester  and 
T.F.  Green/Providence  airports,  are  becoming 
attractive  alternatives  for  Logan  Airport  passengers  that 
originate  in  communities  north  and  south  of  Routes  1-95  and 
1-495.  By  its  agreement  to  assume  operational  responsibility 
and  the  eventual  ownership  of  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport, 
Massport  is  working  to  increase  air  services  at 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  is  working  to  increase  the 
airport's  role  in  accommodating  air  travel  demand  generated  in 
communities  west  of  1-95  and  1-495. 

Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the  use 
of  configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  ainways,  when 
poor  weather  requires  increased  separation  distances  between 
aircraft,  or  when  airlines  schedule  more  flights  than 
Logan  Airport  can  handle.  The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to 
reduce  delays  at  Logan  Airport  from  adverse  winds  and  taxiway 
congestion. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

103.6    ;  Alternatives        PeakPeriod       Massport.,.should  give  peak  hour  pricing  a  year-long  trial 
Pricing  implementation  before  proposing  the  construction  of  any 

new  njnways. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
contain  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand  management  altemative 
at  Logan  Airport.  PPP  is  not  recommended  for  implementation 
at  this  time  t)ecause  airline  overscheduling  is  not  a  major 
contributor  to  current  delays  at  Logan  Airport.  However,  as  a 
mitigation  measure,  Massport  has  proposed  to  implement  a 
Peak  Period  Monitoring  System  to  determine  if 
airiine  overscheduling  is  emerging  based  on  future  growth  in 
aircraft  operations.  Massport  believes  that  initiation  of  this 
monitoring  program  will  provide  the  necessary  market  signals  to 
encourage  carriers  to  make  efficient  use  of  available  facilities  at 
Logan  Airport,  Should  the  monitoring  program  indicate  that 
overscheduling  conditions  are  likely  to  develop,  Massport  is 
prepared  to  initiate  a  process,  as  described  in  Section  4.5.4  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  to  initiate  the  rule-making 
process  to  implement  PPP  at  that  time. 


Letter  103:  East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association,  Debra  L.  Cave,  President 


LETTER  104 


k3.  M 


Mr.  Robert  A.  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Ofifice  of  Environmental  Affeirs 

100  Cambridge  St.  Rm.  2000,  Boston,  MA  0220? 


PO  Box  512 
Eagle  Hill 
East  Boston.  MA 
02128 


Apnl  8,  1999 


Dear  Mr.  Durand, 


The  more  we  hear  Massport  and  business  sectors  (most  of  whom  do  not  live  in  Boston)  promote  runway  14/32,  die 
angrier  we  get.  Massport  has  misr^resented  the  truth  and  manipulated  data  to  support  the  runway.  Massport 's 
EIS  is  inadequate  because  it  is  based  on  1993  figures  (a  year  that  happened  to  be  a  record  hi^  ibr  delays). 
According  to  the  FAA  (www.asc.faa.gov),  delays  at  Massport  are  significantly  lower  today  than  in  1993. 
Frankly,  nobody  considered  Massport  an  "extremely  delayed"  airport  before  Massport  announced  its  plans  to  build 
runway  14/32.  Over  the  last  two  months,  pro-rtinway  news  stations  and  newspapers  have  regularly  proclaimed  that 
Logan  is  "notorious"  for  delays.  Massport  is  engaging  in  an  unfair  and  exaggerated  propaganda  war  to  increase 
anxiety  about  delays,  something  that  nobody  complained  about  before  runway  14/32  was  announced. 


Because  1998  data  shows  that  Logan 's  delay  situation  is  improving,  Massport  chose  to  use  1993  statistics. 
Moreover,  the  EIS  barely  includes  akematives  to  14/32,  because  Massport  lacks  the  political  WILL  to  implement 
alternatives.  This  violates  MEPA  regulations  and  renders  the  EIS  invalid.  We  urge  you  to  dismiss  this  biased 
document  and  consider  the  following  points.  If  Runway  14/32  is  built,  it  will  not  only  TRIPLE  the  amount  of 
environmental  impacts  for  the  worst  aflFected  communities,  but  will  remove  incentive  to  immediately  implement 
regional  transportation  planning.  14/32  will  not  solve  tlie  root  causes  of  delays  at  Logan: 

#1  Small  planes  and  corporate  jets  are  allowed  to  land  at  Logan,  delaying  the  take-ofTs  and  departures  of 
large  commuter  carriers.  Small  planes  and  corporate  jets  should  be  sent  to  Hanscom  Airport,  which  has  the 
runway  capacity  and  is  ideally  located  for  corporate  commuters  heading  towards  the  128  and  495  area.  Yes,  this  will 
mean  modest  air  trafBc  expansion  for  rural  commumties  abutting  Hanscoin,  but  considering  that  the  noise  contour 
lines  for  Hanscom  Airport  fall  on  open  fields  and  woods,  no  residential  homes  would  receive  noise  decibel  levels 
comparable  in  intensity  to  those  suffered  by  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  around  Logan.  Expanding  operations  at 
Hanscom  would  mean  that  a  relatively  small  number  of  residents  would  receive  relatively  small  noise  increases. 
Expansion  at  Logan  means  that  hundreds  of  thousands  of  already  impacted  residaits  will  receive  very  large  noise 
increases.  The  justice  issue  is  clear.  Furthermore,  businesses  and  tourism  will  flourish  in  Boston  whether  people 
land  at  Logan  or  25  minutes  to  the  West  in  Bedford.  Massport  didn't  even  mention  this  solution  in  its  EIS. 

#2  Logan  has  no  major  feeder  airports.  If  you  look  at  the  airports  that  rank  higher  than  or  roughly  the  same  as 
Logan  in  delays,  you  will  note  that  ALL  of  them  have  two,  three  or  more  major  feeder  airports.  San  Francisco  has 
SFO  hrtemational,  Oakland  International  and  San  Jose  International  all  within  20-45  minutes  of  San  Francisco.  New 
York  has  Kennedy,  La  Guardia  and  Newark  all  within  30-45  minutes  of  town.  If  Massachusetts  had  a  second 
international  or  national  airport  within  an  hour  of  Boston,  imagme  how  quickly  delays  at  Logan  would  go  down! 

#3  Massport  sets  unrealistic  flight  per  hour  goals,  given  its  densely  populated,  urban  surroundings.  120  planes 
per  hour  (24  hours  per  day!)  should  not  be  allowed.  Were  Massport  to  use  the  more  realistic  number  of  90  planes 
per  hour,  Logan  would  have  no  delay  problem.  Abutters  of  Logan  are  in  desperate  need  of  noise  relief,  not  noise 
increases.  We  sincerely  hope  that  your  agency  will  consider  these  issues  and  reject  Massport's  EIS.  By  doing  so. 
Massport  will  receive  a  strong  message  that  it  needs  to  design  a  long-term,  socially-responsible,  regional  au"  traffic 
plan  for  the  2 1  st  century  Thank  you.      c-v...^   a" 


Debra  L.  Cave,  President  ^^"^ 
East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Civic  Association 
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Letter  104 

East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association 
Debra  L.  Cave,  President 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

104.1 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Base  Year 

Massport's  EIS  in  inadequate  because  it  is  based  on  1993 
figures... According  to  the  FAA... delays  at  Massport  are 
significantly  lower  today  than  in  1 993. ..  1 998  data  shows 
that  Logan's  delay  situation  is  improving.... 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  updated  information  for 
1998— the  latest  year  for  which  actual  Logan  Airport  data  are 
available.  1993  was  adopted  as  the  base  year  when  the  Airside 
Improvement  studies  commenced  in  1994.  The  primary 
function  of  the  Base  Year  analysis  is  to  calibrate  the  airfield 
operation  models  and  environmental  impact  models.  The 
benefits  and  impacts  of  the  action  alternatives  (Alternatives  1 , 
1  A,  2  and  3)  are  assessed  by  comparing  these  not  with  the 
base  year,  but  with  Alternative  4,  the  No-Action  Alternative.  The 
planning  scenarios  for  37.5  and  45  million  passengers 
represent  a  range  of  future  activity  at  Logan  Airport  expected  in 
the  2010  to  2020  time  frame.  Analysis  of  1981  to  90  weather 
with  1989-98  weather  identifies  no  significant  differences  in 
statistical  properties. 

104.2 

Regional 
Alternatives 

Regional 
Airports 

Small  planes  and  corporate  jets  should  be  sent  to  Hanscom 
Airport.... 

Hanscom  Field,  which  serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever 
airport  to  Logan  Airport,  already  accommodates  a  significant 
number  of  aircraft  operations.  In  1998,  it  accommodated 
183,000  general  aviation  operations  compared  to 
32,000  general  aviation  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private,  business,  charter,  and 
air-taxi  operations  that  might  othenwise  use  Logan  Airport. 
While  approximately  45  percent  of  commercial  aircraft  activity  at 
Logan  Airport  is  on  small  planes,  Massport  plays  no  role  in  the 
decisions  of  private  airiines  regarding  air  service  routes  or 
sen/ice  levels.  Airiines  are  unlikely  to  move  a  significant  number 
of  these  flights  to  Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately 
50  percent  of  passengers  on  these  flights  connect  to  other 
flights  operated  at  Logan  Airport. 

104.3 

Regional 
Alternatives 

Regional 
Airports 

Logan  has  no  major  feeder  airports. . .  If  Massachusetts  had 
a  second  international  or  national  airport  within  an  hour  of 
Boston,  imagine  how  quickly  delays  at  Logan  would  go 
down! 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  1 5  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this  option 
is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast  demand 
over  the  next  20  years.  Service  developments  at  other 
surrounding  airports,  including  Manchester, 
T.F.  Green/Providence  and  Worcester  Regional  airports, 
preclude  the  need  for  a  second  major  airport. 

104.4 

;  Delay 

Model 

Massport  set  unrealistic  flight  per  hour  goals. ..Were 
Massport  to  use  the  more  realistic  number  of  90  planes  per 
hour,  Logan  would  have  no  delay  problem. 

Airfield  capacity  is  a  function  of  the  runways  in  service,  the  fleet 
mix  using  them,  prevailing  weather  conditions,  and  FAA  air 
traffic  control  procedures.  Massport  cannot  artDitrarily  define  the 
runway  capacity  norairiine  schedules.  The  highest  capacity 
configuration  at  Logan  Airport  today  for  three  runways  in  good 
weather  is  about  120  operations  per  hour.  Proposed  airside 
improvements,  such  as  Runway  14/32,  are  intended  to  fill  in  the 
capacity  gap  which  exists  under  some  conditions  such  as 
northwest  wind  and  to  reduce  delays  at  those  times. 

Letter  104:  East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association,  Debra  L.  Cave,  President 


LETTER  105 


Ml  Arthur  Pugsiey,  Reviewer 
Exedcutive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston  Massachusetts  02202  ^ 

RE:EOEA  #10458 

Dear  Mr  Pugsiey: 


These  comments  are  submitted  for  the  East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council 
after  duly  noticed  meetings  and  votes  taken  according  to  its  by-laws.  The  Council 
is  an  East  Boston  community  group,  organized  in  1968  and  in  continuous 
session  since  that  time.  The  mission  of  the  Council,  hereinafter  called  LUC  is  to 
provide  a  forum  and  advocacy  for  zoning,  licensing,  recreational  and  planning 
issues  which  generally  affect  the  quality  of  community  life  in  East  Boston  and 
these  comments  are  submitted  in  accordance  with  that  mission  and  purpose. 

The  referenced  Draft  EIS/EIR  has  been  submitted  in  support  of  Massachusetts 
Port  Authority  (MPA)  proposal  called  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning 
Project  (the  Project),  and,  after  due  consideration  LUC  has  voted,  on  March  25, 
1999  and  April  1,  1999  to  request  the  Secretary  to  reject  this  Document  and  the 
Project  proposed  thereby. 

Statement  of  Proposal 


The  referenced  document  proposes  that  MPA  build  a  runway, 
compass  points  140/320  degrees,  a  centerfield  taxiway,  and,  in  the 
Federal  submission,  a  reduced  approach  height  minimum  to  18'  all 
proposals  being  for  the  purpose  of  claimed  operation  delay 
management  and  improved  operation  safety.  Document  specifically 
states  that  no  increase  in  operation  capacity  is  facilitated  by  the 
specific  "airside  improvements"  and  that  the  impacts  of  the  "airside 
improvements"  be  considered  and  evaluated  separately  from 
previously  proposed  and  implemented  "groundside  improvements" 

Analysis  of  Proposal 

LUC  submits  that  the  proposal  overstates  and  fails  to  analyze 
correctly  the  delay  situation  at  Boston-Logan  International  Airport 
and  further  states  an  inaccurate  picture  of  delay  trends  and 
forecasts.  The  proposal  is  further  flawed  by  failure  to  present  and 
analyze  alternative  delay  reduction  strategies  that  would  reduce 
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delays  without  implementing  the  runway/  taxiway  build  schemes  and 
their  accompanying  environmental  and  economic  impacts  on  the 
affected  communities.  These  failures  violate  the  requirements  of 
both  NEPA  and  MEPA  requiring  comparative  alternative  analysis  to 
"build"  and  further,  the  requirement  in  both  Acts  to  not  "segment" 
the  impacts  of  related  components  of  a  proposal  such  as 
"Groundside"  and  "Airside"  which  are  clearly  related  in  their 
cumulative  impacts  on  the  affected  communities. 

The  argument  of  MPA  that  "Groundside"  (passenger  handling)  and 
"Airside"(aircraft  handling)  are  severable,  and  that  neither,  alone  or 
cumulatively  generates  traffic  and  capacity  expansion  is,  on  its  face, 
tenuous  and  based  on  assumptions  that  deny  a  reasonable  view  that 
these  developments  are  closely  related  and  necessarily  cumulative  in 
their  environmental  impacts.  While  it  is  true  that  MPA  will  not  control 
passenger  and  cargo  operation  growth  at  Logan,  the  reasoning  is  not 
that  such  growth  cannot  be  controlled  and  managed,  but  rather  that 
to  exercise  such  control  would  be  contrary  to  the  fundamental 
economic  purposes  of  MPA's  development.  The  growth  of  operations 
and  ensuing  revenues  support  MPA's  financial  strength  and  to  limit 
this  growth  would  impair  MPA's  revenue  stream  and,  thus,  its  bond 
covenants.  MPA  will  not  take  measures  to  limit  or  manage  operation 
growth,  and,  from  a  strictly  economic  standpoint,  should  not  do  so. 
Applicable  law,  however,  including  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969,  Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1966  and 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  set  a  much  broader  scope 
of  requirements  for  review  of  the  Project's  supporting  off- 
documentation.  Specifically,  the  following  items  should  be  required 
to  be  addressed  in  the  Project  documentation: 

1.  Discussion  of  diversion  of  cargo  operations  to  off-airport  the  off- 
alternatives. 

2.  Considering  the  off-airport  alternatives  as  separate  scenario  for 
evaluation  in  DEIS/DEIR  process. 

3.  Evaluation  of  MPA-owned  Hanscom  Field  as  a  reliever  airport  for 
general  aviation  operations,  origin/destination  regional  non-jet 
traffic,  and  short-haul  origin/destination  jet  traffic. 

4.  Consideration  of  #3  and  other  sitings  for  a  second  major 
Massachusetts  Airport,  with  particular  consideration  of  1996 
Executive  Order  relative  to  environmental  justice. 

5.  Analysis  of  existing  delays  at  Logan  owing  to  specifically 
wind/weather  effects  and  indirectly  from  delay  at  other  airports. 
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LUC  submits  that  such  indirect  delay  will  not  be  relieved  by  the 
Airside  project,  and  should  not  be  included  in  the  alleged  benefit 
thereof. 

6.  Documentation  of  history  of  PRAS  (preferential  runway 

assignment)  as  management  tool  and  analysis  of  problems  with 
implementation  thereof. 


The  Secretary  should  determine  that  significant  planning  deficiencies 
exist  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  and  a  new  Draft  document(not  an  amended 
version)  be  submitted. 

The  "base  year"  of  1999  does  not  adequately  reflect  changes  since 
that  time,  and  a  base  of  1998  extending  to  2020  should  be  required 
as  proportionate  to  severity  of  impacts  and  to  implement  appropriate 
planning  horizons.  For  example,  delays  at  Logan  have  not 
significantly  increased  1993  according  to  FAA  modeling  standards 
and  therefore  do  not  justify  MPA's  projections  for  future  delays. 
Further,  weather  data  does  not  allow  for  significantly  changed 
weather  conditions  in  the  period  from  1981-1990  to  present. 

Federal  planning  policy  establishes  that  this  project  must  be 
considered  and  evaluated  as  stimulating  growth  in  aircraft 
operations  directly  because  of  the  sought-for  effect  of  delay 
reduction. 

The  projected  increases  in  passenger  demand  and  capacity  to 
handle  such  demand  from  the  airside/groundside  expansions  will  be 
met  by  increased  "passenger  jet"  operations.  The  overflight  impacts 
on  15/33  communities  including  East  Boston  will  be 
disproportionate  and  the  noise  reduction  benefits  of  stage  3 
conversion  are  mostly  already  realized  since  only  about  15%  of  the 
fleet  remains  to  be  made  stage  3  compliant. 

Further,  the  number  of  extremely  noisy  nighttime  jet  operations 
already  required  to  be  stage  3  compliant  are  seen  to  double  in  the 
foreseeable  future  and  therefore  no  further  noise  reduction  benefit 
whatsoever  is  to  be  derived  on  these  increases. 

Project  documents  tout  the  noise  mitigation  to  be  achieved  through 
additional  soundproofing  treatment  in  impacted  community.  This 
benefit,  such  as  it  might  be,  will  be  disproportionately  unavailable 
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In  the  poorer  impacted  comrnunities  because  of  the  greater 
likelihood  that  residences  will  be  non-compliant  with  relevant 
building  codes  and  economic  ability  to  achieve  code-compliance  is 
disproportionately  lacking. 

Alternatives  to  the  build  proposal  are  required  to  be  "  rigorously 
explored  and  evaluated"  and  alternatives,  which  were  eliminated 
from  detailed  study,  should  be  explained  referencing  briefly  reasons 
for  eliminating  these  alternatives. 


The  economic  benefits  of  Logan  are  incorrectly  conflated  with  those  of 
Boston  itself  but  the  loss  from  the  Boston-area  impacts  are  conveniently 
neglected. 

Boston  worked  best  in  a  transportation  environment  predominantly 
emphasizing  rail  and  water  transport.  The  siting  of  Logan  into  preexisting 
urban  areas  was  attempt  to  to  gain  advantage  over  other  further-out 
airports.  But  the  advantages  gained,  even  temporarily  thereby,  have  been 
constantly  attended  by  disproportionately  severe  and  unjust  impacts.  The 
current  proposal  is  a  clear  and  unfair  extension  of  this  bad  history,  and 
must  be  rejected  to  force  a  more  rational  approach  to  regional 
transportation  solutions. 


East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council 


CC:Hon.  Paul  Scappicio 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  105 

East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council 

Robert  F.  Strelitz 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

105.1 

Regional 

Cargo 

Transportation 

105.2 

Regional 

Regional 

Transportation 

Alternatives 

105.3 

Regional 

Regional 

Transportation 

Airports 

Comment 

Discussion  ol  diversion  of  cargo  operations  to  off-airport 
ttie  off-altemative  [should  be  discussed]. 


Considering  ttie  off-airport  alternatives  as  separate 
scenario  for  evaluation  in  DEIS/DEIR  process  [stiould  be 
discussed]. 


Evaluation  of  MPA-owned  Hanscom  Field  as  a  reliever 
airport  for  general  aviation  operations,  origin/destination 
regional  non-jet  traffic,  and  short-fiaul  ongin/  destination 
jet  traffic  [should  be  discussed]. 


Response 

Refer  to  the  Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on 
the  DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999.  The  potential  diversion  of  cargo 
operations  was  not  specifically  analyzed  because  cargo  operations 
account  for  only  two  percent  of  aircraft  activity  at  Logan  Airport  and 
since  most  all-cargo  aircraft  operate  during  off-peak  hours,  cargo 
operations  do  not  contribute  to  delays  at  Logan  Airport.  However, 
all  cargo  operations  were  included  in  the  future  fleets  analyzed  in 
the  Airside  Project.  Additionally,  some  cargo  is  now  being  diverted 
to  regional  airports  as  indicated  by  the  strong  growth  in 
cargo  sen/ices  and  air  cargo  activity  at  the  regional  airports. 
The  regional  altematives  were  explicitly  considered  in  the  delay 
reduction  and  environmental  analyses  by  studying  a  range  of 
future  demand  and  activity  levels.  Passenger  levels  analyzed 
cover  a  range  from  29IVI  passengers  to  45M  passengers.  Similarly, 
510,000  to  656,000  future  aircraft  operation  levels  were  analyzed. 
The  use  of  variable  long-term  passenger  and  operations  forecasts 
allow  for  uncertainty  relating  to  the  rate  of  future  economic  growth, 
the  development  of  high-speed  rail  altematives,  the  acceptance 
and  usage  of  video-conferencing,  and  the  role  of  regional  airports. 
The  delay  reduction  analyses  indicate  that  the  proposed  airside 
improvements,  as  well  as  the  regional  altematives,  are  necessary 
for  accommodating  current  and  future  levels  of  demand. 
The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field  in 
the  analysis  of  regional  altematives.  Hanscom  Field,  which  serves 
as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport,  already 
accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft  operations  (183,000 
operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private, 
business,  charter,  and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  otherwise  use 
Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed, 
Shuttle  America,  a  newly  founded  airiine,  began  commercial 
scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering  limited  turboprop 
sen/ices  to  short-haul  regional  markets  -  Trenton.  Buffalo,  Hartford 
(discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware  (discontinued),  and 
Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is  also  conducting  operations 
between  Hanscom  and  New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While 
Massport  supports  commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field 
consistent  with  its  established  limits  (60  seat  regulation),  Massport 
believes  that  Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a  major 
general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to 
Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airiines  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to  Hanscom  Field, 
since  approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on  Logan  Airport's 
commuter  flights  connect  to  other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a 
significant  number  of  passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston. 
However,  any  new  commercial  sen/ice  initiatives  proposed  for 
Hanscom  Field  shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the 
Hanscom  GE/fl  (HGEIR)  and  its  Annual  Updates,  and  shall  be 
considered  by  the  Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen  (HATS).  Refer 
to  Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of 
Hanscom  Field. 


Letter  105:  East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council,  Robert  F.  Strelitz 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


105.4 

Regional 
Ttansportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Consideration  of  ...[Hanscom  Field]  and  other  sitings  for 
a  second  major  Massachusetts  Airport,  with  particular 
consideration  of  1996  Executive  Order  relative  to 
environmental  justice  [should  be  discussed]. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this  option 
is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast  demand 
over  the  next  20  years.  Hanscom  Field's  potential  service  area 
overlaps  with  the  senice  areas  for  several  airports  that  already 
have  the  necessary  infrastructure  for  commercial  sen/ice.  These 
airports  are  the  Hanscom  Field,  T.F.  Green/Providence,  and 
Worcester  Regional,  all  which  have  had  or  are  undergoing  major 
improvements  to  their  terminal  buildings,  other  landside  facilities 
and  airfields. 

105.5 

Delay 

Model 

Analysis  of  existing  delays  at  Logan  owing  to  specifically 
wind/weather  effects  and  indirectly  from  delay  at  other 
airports  [should  be  discussed]. 

Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the  use  of 
configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  runways,  when  poor 
weather  requires  increased  separation  distances  between  aircraft, 
or  when  airlines  schedule  more  flights  than  Logan  Airport  can 
handle.  The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to  reduce  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  from  adverse  winds  and  taxiway  congestion  by 
addressing  constraints  at  Logan  Airport.  Delays  caused  by 
conditions  at  other  airports  or  other  factors,  such  as  mechanical 
failure,  are  not  addressed  since  Massport  cannot  influence  these 
delays.  Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  also  contains  a  discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT 
delay  measures  and  historical  data,  along  with  comparisons  of 
Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States  airports. 

105.6 

Noise 

PRAS 

Documentation  of  history  of  PRAS... as  management 
tool  and  analysis  of  problems  with  implementation 
thereof  [should  be  discussed]. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  a  discussion  of  PRAS 
including  its  historic  development  and  the  performance  relative  to 
the  goals  over  time.  PRAS  goal  achievement  has  improved 
considerably  over  time,  particulariy  since  the  installation  of  the 
Enhanced  PRAS  in  1 993  and  the  Revised  PRAS  in  1 996.  Chapter 
8  also  outlines  a  monitoring  program  that  will  provide  regular 
updates  on  PRAS  perfomiance  and  sen/e  as  an  aid  to  identify 
problems  or  areas  for  improvement 

105.7 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Base  Year 

The  "base  year*  of  1999  [1993]  does  not  adequately 
reflect  changes  since  that  time,  and  a  base  of  1998 
extending  to  2020  should  be  required.... 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are  not 
based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred  during 
1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective  to  the  delay  problem 
at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model  calibration.  The  analysis 
contained  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has  been  updated  to 
include  modeled  delay  results  for  1998  to  provide  more 
current  context  to  airfield  conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to 
Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the 
delay  analysis  and  discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Letter  105:  East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council,  Robert  F.  Strelitz 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 


105.8 


105.9 


Topic  1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 

NEPA 


Comment 

Federal  planning  policy  establishes  that  this  project  must 
be  considered  and  evaluated  as  stimulating  growth  in 
aircraft  operations.... 


Noise 


Sound 
Insulation 


105.10    Environmental  MEPA 
Review 
Process 


...soundproofing  treatment... will  be  disproportionately 
unavailable  in  the  poorer  impacted  communities 
because  of  the  greater  likelihood  that  residences  will  be 
non-compliant  with  relevant  building  codes... 


Alternatives  to  the  build  proposal  are  required  to  be 
"rigorously  explored  and  evaluated"  and  alternatives, 
which  were  eliminated  from  detailed  study,  should  be 
explained  referencing  briefly  reasons  for  eliminating 
these  altematives. 


Response 

Implementation  of  the  elements  of  the  recommended 
Airside  Project,  specifically  unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  would  not 
increase  Logan  Airport's  normal  airfield  capacity  of  approximately 
120  operations  per  hour.  This  capacity  is  available  at  Logan  Airport 
approximately  80  percent  of  the  time.  Runway  14/32  would  allow 
Logan  Airport  to  maintain  this  capacity  during  periods  of  strong 
northwest  winds  that  now  require  controllers  to  operate  on  only  one 
or  two  runways,  compared  to  the  typical  three-runway 
configurations  used  at  Logan  Airport. 
The  ojnway  will  substantially  reduce  the  delays  that  now  occur 
during  northwest  wind  conditions.  Preventing  these  delays  will 
represent  a  real  benefit  to  the  passengers  and  airiines  that 
currently  expenence  them.  However,  because  these  wind 
conditions  and  the  associated  delays  are  not  regular  or  predictable, 
and  cannot  be  readily  anticipated,  it  is  not  expected  that  their 
prevention  will  stimulate  growth  in  Logan  Airport  passenger 
demand  above  and  beyond  the  rates  that  would  have  occuned 
without  the  mnway.  Instead,  growrth  in  Logan  Airport  passenger 
demand  will  be  principally  driven  by  local  and  national  economic 
conditions,  competition  and  pricing  within  the  airiine  industry,  and 
the  distribution  of  airiine  sen/ices  and  passenger  traffic  between 
Logan  Airport  and  the  sun'ounding  regional  airports.  Refer  to  the 
discussion  in  Section  4.2  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Federal  requirements  typically  exclude  the  FAA  from  any 
responsibility  to  bring  a  building  up  to  code  when  the  stmcture  is 
sub-standard  but  otherwise  qualifies  to  participate  in  an  airport 
sponsored  sound  insulation  program.  However,  to  address  impacts 
in  particular  projects  such  as  the  proposed  Airside  Project,  FAA 
has  discretion  to  use  grant  funds  to  bring  buildings  up  to  code  as 
part  of  the  mitigation  program  to  the  extent  such  improvement  are 
required  to  proceed  with  the  sound  insulation  wori<.  The  mitigation 
program  for  the  Airside  Project  includes  use  of  grant  funds  for  such 
purposes.  For  the  eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund  building 
code  improvements,  to  the  extent  necessary,  to  implement 
effective  sound  insulation  treatment. 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  respond  to  FAA  scoping  directives,  applicable  FAA 
environmental  orders  and  all  other  NEPA  requirements. 


Letter  105:  East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council,  Robert  F.  Strelitz 


C  L  L  i  O  Post  Office  Box  961,  Back  Bay  Annex,  Boston,  MA  02117 


LETTER  106 


April  22,  1999 


Secretary  Bob  Durand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Environmental  Impact  Review 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02108 

FAX  617.727-1598 

Artention  Arthur  Pugsley 

The  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association,  located  in  the  South  End,  would  like  to  comment  on  the 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority  proposal  to  add  a  runway  and  reconfigure  taxi  ways  at  Logan  Airport  to 
reduce  delays  at  the  facility. 

Unfortunately,  the  cost  of  the  proposal  is  too  high.  It  is  estimated  tfiat  the  flights  over  the  South 
End  will  increase  from  roughly  18,000  a  year  to  over  40,000  a  year,  and  then  grow  from  there.  This  is  an 
increase  from  nearly  50  flights  a  day  to  115  flights  a  day,  assuming  the  flights  are  spread  evenly  over  355 
days.  But  these  flight  will  largely  occur  during  periods  of  "non  prevailing  winds",  estimated  at  25%  of  the 
time,  which  suggests  as  many  as  444  flights  a  day  (40,000  flights  divided  by  90  days).  This  is  unaccepuble. 

Some  of  these  planes  are  so  noisy,  one  has  to  stop  conversations  tintil  His  plane  iias  passed.  These 
planes  should  be  banned  from  using  Logan. 


Other  planes  fly  so  low  tiiey  take  a  long  time  to  ramble  by.  These  planes  should  be  directed  to  fly 
over  the  ocean  until  they  reach  an  altitude  high  enough  so  the  sound  is  dissipated  (and  then  hopefully  rum 
toward  land  at  someplace  other  than  over  the  city). 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  cominent 


Very  truly  yours, 


Elizabeth  S.  Boveroux 
President 
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Letter  106 

Ellis  Neighborhood  Association,  Inc. 
Elizabeth  S.  Boveroux,  President 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


106.1    \  Noise  i  Impacts  It  is  estimated  that  the  flights  over  the  South  End  will 

increase  from  roughly  18,000  a  year  to  over  40,000  a 
year... This  is  unacceptable. 


Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in  substantial 
noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would  enable  the  air 
traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the  PRAS  goals  and 
decrease  the  population  that  is  most  severely  affected.  For 
example,  implementation  of  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative  will 
reduce  the  population  affected  by  Day-Night  Sound  Level 
values  greater  than  70  dB  by  four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low 
Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent  with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet 
scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with  the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet, 
while  increasing  the  population  exposed  to 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB  by 
two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these  three 
fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  In  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  106:  Ellis  Neighbortiood  Association,  Inc.,  Elizabeth  8.  Boveroux,  President 
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LETTER  107 


To: 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 


From: 


Richard  J.  Egan,  Chairman,  EMC  Corporation 


Date: 


April  8,  1999 


Subject: 


Massport's  Plan  to  Improve  Lx)gan  Airport 


This  note  is  sent  in  support  of  Massports  plan  to  improve  the  timeliness,  safety  and  environment 
of  Logan  Airport  and  it's  surrounding  area. 

My  reasons  for  this  are  best  described  by  the  attached  Op-Ed  piece  which  appeared  in  the  March 
28*  edition  of  the  Boston  Herald. 

Additionally,  I  have  smdied  this  plan  and  firmly  believe  that  it  will  in  fact  improve  the  overall 
environment  by  decreasing  the  noise  and  jet  exhaust  over  the  adjacent  inhabited  areas. 

I  hope  that  your  study  of  this  matter  is  not  diverted  by  the  opponent's  claims  that  other  regional 
airports  are  a  better-  solution. 

While  there  are  serious  plans  currently  underway  to  provide  better  access  to  other  airports  they 
unto  themselves  are  not  the  solution  offered  by  this  Masspoa  plan  whose  implementation  has  long 
been  delayed  by  a  small  but  vocal  group  who  will  remain  dissatisfied  with  Logan  until  it  is  shut 
down. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Enclosure 


Economy  deniands  new  runway 


Do  you  realize  our  region's  link  to  global 
markets,  tourism  dollars,  customers  and 
conventioneers  can  be  shattered  by  some- 
thing as  simple  as  a  strong  northwest  wind? 
That  key  link  is  Logan  Airport,  And  when 
northwest  winds  prevail,  as  they  often  do, 
Lx)gan  can  operate  only  two  of  its  runways 
—  and  sometimes  onlv  a  single  runway. 

No  surprise,  thea  tnat  when  it  comes  to 
time-wasting  and  money-wasting  delays, 

 :   Logan  is  one  of  die 

Richard  J.  yorst  airports  lij  the 
FniN  country.  In  fact,  Logan's 

EUAn  airfield  is  so  iiiadequate 

that,  according  to  Massport,  it  cost  corpora- 
tions more  thii  $310  raallion  in  lost  produc- 
tivity last  year. 

Consider  my  company,  EMC  Corp.  We 
are  now  the  largest '  computer  company 
headquartered  in  Massachusetts.  Every  day, 
several  hundred  EMC  sales  reps,  engineers 
and  executives  fly  in  and  out  of  Logan  —  as 
do  their  thousands  of  counterparts  from 
other  companies.  Clearly,  I  and  EMC*s  3300 
Massachusetts  workers  have  a  lot  invested 
in  Logan.  Logan  is  our  gateway  to  the  world. 
But  we  find  it  incredible  that  on  a  bright, 
clear,  sunny  day,  with  not  a  snowflake  in 
sight,  flights  Into  Logan  can  be  delayed  up 
to  three  hours  ...  all  due  to  weather. 

As  a  coastal  airport  in  New  England.  Lo- 
gan is  subject  to  the  whims  of  Mother  Na- 
nire.  Snow,  foe  and  poor  visQiUity  all  can 
cause  delays,  while  I  am  never  happy  to 
hear  that  EMC  employees  and  customers 
are  a£feaed  by  debys  at  Logan,  at  least  it  is 
understandable  when  a  foot  of  snow  has 
fallen  or  fog  is  blanketing  Boston.  ■ 
■  The  cause  of  the  problem  is  simple:  There 
have  been  no. improvements  made  to  Lo- 
gan's airfield  in  over  20  years.  To  meet  peak 
demand.  =  Logan  ••toeeds  three  runways  in 
qperapp[L  T^e'n^^.of  ^rCeld  is. 


such  that  when  winds  blow  from  the  North- 
west, delays  can  total  thousands  of  hours. 
.  -This  problem  "will  not  go  away  on  Its  own. 
Logan's  delays  will  worsen  if  nothing  is 
done,  and  the  cost  to  our  economy  will 
continue  to  grow.  The  issue  has  bwn-talked- 
about  for  more  than  20  years,  and  for  20 
years  thye  problem  has  gotten  worse. 

Should  we  wait  until  companies  start  to 
pack  their  bags  in  search  of  a  more  efHcient 
transportation  link?  What  about  when  large 
conventions  pass  on  Boston's  new  conven- 
tion center  because  getting  into  the  dty  is 
too  much  of  a  hassle?  We  cannot  aflbrd  to 
wait  any  longer. 

Tm  concerned  enough  about  Logan  and 
its  ability  to  keep  this  state  tied  to  the  global 
economy  that  I  have  set  up  a  coalition  of 
more  than  50  Massachusetts  CEOs  who 
want  to  help  Massport  make  Logan  better. 
..The  Logan  On  "Time  Committee  is  com- 
posed of  companies  like  GOlette,  Analoff 
Devices,  Teradyne  and  Fidelity.  All  tola, 
these  corporatioixs  employ  500,000  people 
In  this  state.  These  are  companies  where 
thousands  of  workers"  travel  for  a  living: 
companies' where  Jobs,  profits  and  state  tax 
revenues  depend  on  getting  from  Boston  to 
other  cities,  Europe,  Asia  and  the  rest  of  the 
world  quickly  and  reliably.  Our  group  b 
working  overtime  to  make  sure  Massport 
goes  ahead  with  construction  of  a  new  run- 
way. 

My  business  depends  on  Logan  to  suc- 
ceed, so  I  am  making  its,  success  my  tmsl- 
nesi  The  pace  of  EMCs  business  doesn't 
slow  down  when  there  are  northwesterly 
vrinds.  Neither  should  Logan's. 

Richard  J.  Egan  is  founder  and  chnirman 
of  EMC  Corp.  of  Hopkinfdn^  a  prouder  tf' 
entrrprise  ipmpuKr  slora^  Interns,      --- *■ 
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Letter  107 
EMC  Corporation 
Richard  J.  Egan,  Chairman 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


107.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delays 

This  problem  will  not  go  away  on  its  own.  Logan's  delays 
will  worsen  if  notiiing  is  done,... The  pace  of  EMC's 
business  doesn't  slow  down  when  there  are  northwesterly 
winds.  Neither  should  Logan's. 

Comment  noted. 


Letter  107:  EMC  Corporation,  Richard  J.  Egan,  Chairman 


AiEhitad  vitfa  tfa«  iiUcTBAtioasi  BradMrbood  of  THfflito 


Excavating  &  Bmlding  Material 
Tenmsters,  Chauffei?«i  and 


29  FaiTBOUt  Road 

South  Boston,  V.as$actius«tts  02127 
T«;«phona  (617)  464-3379 
Fax  (617)  464-2379 


LOCAL  PWION  379 


PMSL  V.  WkLMH 
ncwTMrr-TWASjnn 
MMOML  E»cvnvc  QmcEn 


JOm  P.  KAHONEY 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attn:  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  St.  20th  Floor 
Boston.  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

The  Intemational  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters  Union.  Local  379,  is  writing  today  in 
full  support  of  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority's  Airside  Improvement  plan  for  Logan 
Intemational  Airport.  Local  379  firmly  believes  this  project  is  necessary  to  reduce 
delays,  improve  the  quality  of  life  of  our  members  and  provide  much  needed 
employment  opportunities. 


Delays  at  Logan  are  consistently  among  the  worst  in  the  U.S.  These  delays  are 
not  only  inconvenient  they  are  costly.  In  1998  delays  at  Logan  cost  airlines  and  their 
passengers  nearly  $310  million.  These  losses  ultimately  affect  the  livelihood  of  many 
working  men  and  women  as  it  impedes  the  ability  of  Boston  and  the  region  to  compete 
in  a  global  economy. 

A  major  component  of  the  Airside  Improvemenl  project.  Runway  14/32.  provides 
significant  noise  relief  for  our  members  living  in  the  highest  impacted  noise  areas  of 
East  Boston's  Bayswater.  Revere's  Beachmont  and  Winthrop's  Court  Road  and  Point 
Shirley  as  well  as  South  Boston's  Castle  Island  area.  The  new  unidirectional  Runway 
shifts  75.000  flights  over  water  rather  than  over  communities.  It  also  allows  noise 
impacts  to  be  spread  more  equitably  across  communities.  The  proposed  centerfield 
taxiway  and  other  improvements  would  further  enhance  air  quality  by  redudng  aircraft 
idling  and  queuing  on  the  airfield  and  reduce  ground  noise  from  taxing  aircraft  to 
adjacent  neighborhoods. 


108.1 


With  an  annual  economic  impact  of  $5  billion.  Logan  Intemational  Airport  Is 
directly  responsible  for  creating  more  than  15.000  jobs  in  this  area,  many  of  which  are 
the  hard  worWng  men  and  women  of  Local  379. 


It  is  therefore,  without  reservation,  that  Local  379  wholeheartedly  support's 
Airside  Improvements  at  Logan  Airport  and  looks  forwanj  to  the  projects  approval. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Paul  V.  Walsh 
Secretary-Treasurer 
Principal  Executive  Officer 


PVW/mec 
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Letter  108 

Excavating  &  Building  Material 
Teamsters,  Chauffeurs  & 
Helpers  --  Local  Union  379 
Paul  V.  Walsh,  Secretary-Treasurer 
Principal  Executive  Officer 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

108.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

...firmly  believes  this  project  is  necessary  to  reduce 
delays... These  delays  are  not  only  inconvenient,  they  are 
costly.. .it  impedes  the  ability  of  Boston  and  the  regional  to 
compete  in  a  global  economy. 

Comment  noted. 

108.2 

Noise 

Cumulative 
mpacts 

...Runway  14/32,  provides  significant  noise  relief  for  our 
members  living  in  the  highest  impacted  noise  areas  of  East 
Boston's  Bayswater,  Revere's  Beachmont  and  Winthrop's 
Court  Road  and  Point  Shirley  as  well  as  South  Boston's 
Castle  Island  area. 

Comment  noted. 

108.3 

Air  Quality 

Taxiway 
improvements 

The  proposed  centerfield  taxiway  and  other  improvements 
would  further  enhance  air  quality. ... 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  108:  Excavating  &  Building  Material  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs  &  Helpers,  Local  Union  379 
Paul  V.  Walsh,  Secretary-Treasurer  Pnncipal  Executive  Officer 


Chief  of  Administration 
and  Government  Affairs 


82  Devonshire  Street  F5A 
Boston.  MA  02109-3614 

Phone:  617  563-6578 

Fax:      617  476-7356 

E  mail:  david.weinstein@fmr.conr, 

Apnl  23,  1999 

Secretar>'  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention:  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley--EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street 
20"  floor 

Boston,  MA  02205 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

Fidelity  Investments  is  a  global  financial  services  company  and  the  largest  mutual  fund 
firm  in  the  United  States.  We  have  12,600  employees  in  Massachusetts,  including  nearly 
10,000  at  our  world  headquarters  in  Boston.  We  are  the  largest  private  employer  in 
Suffolk  County  and  the  4'''  largest  private  employer  in  Middlesex  County. 

For  a  large,  growing  company  like  ours,  the  proximity  of  a  convenient  airport  offering 
reliable  and  safe  air  travel  is  an  absolute  necessity.  We  strongly  support  the 
modernization  of  Logan  Airport  and  the  construction  of  runway  14/32  because  an 
inefficient  Logan  hurts  the  productivity  of  businesses,  wastes  time  and  money  and 
negatively  inlpacts  the  local  and  regional  economy. 

We  hav;:  other  major  operations  within  New  England,  in  New  Hampshire  and  RJiode 
Island,  and  in  five  other  states.  A  convenient,  efficient  airport  is  a  critical  factor  in 
deciding  where  to  locale  and  where  to  grow.  It  is  no  accident  that  our  New  Hampshire 
and  RJiode  Island  facilities,  where  a  combined  3,700  employees  work,  are  within  short 
drives  of  the  Manchester  and  T.F.  Green  airports,  respectively.  We  support  any  and  all 
efforts  to  expand  usage  of  those  regional  airports  (and  Worcester  and  New  Bedford),  not 
only  because  it  helps  serve  our  employees  in  other  locations,  but  also  alleviates  Logan's 
congestion  and  contributes  to  a  diversified  and  robust  New  England  economy. 

Logan  Airport  has  an  annual  economic  impact  of  $5  billion,  providingjobs  for  15,000 
citizens  and  supporting  more  than  100  airport-related  businesses.  Put  simply,  Logan 
contributes  $13.7  million  to  the  local  economy  everv  single  day.  While  ranking  1 1"*"  in 
operations  among  U.S.  airports,  Logan  has  the  6'*'-worst  delay  problem.  In  1998,  Logan 
suffered  from  120,000  delay  hours  at  a  cost  of  $3 19  million. 


LETTER  109 


109.1 


In  199S.  Fideliiy  spent  almost  S50  million  in  airline  tickets  --  abont  75  percent  o!"  which 
was  travel  tlirough  Logan.  Fidelity  employees  traveled  on  more  than  100.000  tlights  to 
and  from  Logaji  last  year.  Employees  at  a  company  like  ours,  with  headquaners  in 
Boston,  must  be  able  to  travel  easily  and  without  undue  delay  to  other  locations  in  the 
U.S.  and  around  the  world.  With  15  million  customers  in  all  50  states,  we  have  customers 
wherever  airplanes  can  fly. 

Unfortunately,  we  have  an  airport  that  often  does  not  work.  We  must  do  better  for  our 
economic  vitality  today  and  for  the  future  fiscal  health  of  the  Commonwealth. 
Construction  of  runway  14/32  should  lead  to  greater  growth,  new  jobs  and  a  competitive 
regional  economy  leading  into  the  21^  century. 
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Letter  109 
Fidelity  Investments 
David  C.  Weinstein,  Chief  of 
Administration  and  Government  Affairs 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

109.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Airfield 
Capacity 

We  strongly  support  the  modernization  of  Logan  Airport  and 
the  construction  of  runway  14/32  because  an  inefficient 
Logan  hurts  the  productivity  of  businesses,  wastes  time  and 
money  and  negatively  impacts  the  local  and  regional 
economy. 

Comment  noted.  \ 

109.2 

Regional 
Alternatives 

Regional 
Airports 

We  support  any  and  all  efforts  to  expand  usage... regional 
airports  (and  Worcester  and  New  Bedford).... 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  109:  Fidelity  Investments,  David  G.  Weinstein,  Chief  of  Administration  and  Government  Affairs 


Corporate  Offices 

800  Boylston  Street  /  Prudential  Center  Suite  2475  /  Boston,  MA  02199 
Phone:  (617)  375-5600  Fax:  (617)  375-5649 

Gary  T.  Klencheski 

President  and  CEO 
April  7,  1999  E-mail:  garyk@fitcorp.com 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention:  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street 
2oth  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr  Pugsley: 

As  President  and  CEO  of  Fitcorp,  a  Massachusetts  company  with  95  employees,  I  am 
writing  you  to  state  my  strong  support  of  a  series  of  transportation  initiatives,  notably  the 
Logan  Airport  modernization  along  with  improvements  to  our  high  speed  rail  system  and 
greater  utilization  of  the  Worcester,  Providence  and  Manchester  airports.  My  company's 
success  is  contingent  upon  a  strong  economy  in  Boston.  The  five  leading  industries  that 
accoimt  for  more  than  half  of  the  jobs  in  our  region  are  dependent  upon  a  Logan  that 
operates  efficiently. 

Logan's  transportation  services  are  essential  to  the  economic  success  of  the  entire  region. 
Unfortunately,  Logan  is  one  of  the  most  delay  prone  airports  in  the  coimty,  ranking  sixth 
in  1998.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  Logan's  airfields  since  1977,  and  since  then, 
operations  have  increased  by  1 12%.  Massport's  plan  for  a  new  runway  designed  for  all 
arrivals  and  departures  taking  place  over  Boston  Harbor  should  lead  to  greater  growth, 
better  jobs,  and  a  competitive  regional  economy. 

With  the  development  of  a  new  convention  center  there  will  be  an  increased  demand  for 
air  traffic  in  Greater  Boston  over  the  next  decade.  Rimway  14/32  at  Logan  will  help  us 
meet  this  demand.  In  addition,  we  need  to  increase  utilization  at  the  regional  airports  in 
Woicesici,  New  Bedford,  Providence,  and  Manchester  nnd  also  incorporate  high-speed 
rail  into  our  region. 

Our  future  economic  competitiveness  hinges  on  Logan's  modernization.  Thank  you  for 
your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 
Gary  T.  Klencheski 


LETTER  110 
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Letter  110 
Fitcorp 
Gary  T.  Klencheski, 
President  and  CEO 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

110.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

...Logan  is  one  of  the  most  delay  prone  airports  in  the 
country . .  .there  will  be  an  increased  demand  for  air  traffic  in 
Greater  Boston  over  the  next  decade.  Runway  14/32  at 
Logan  will  help  us  meet  this  demand 

Comment  noted. 

110.2 

Regional 
Alternatives 

Regional 
Aiiports 

...we  need  to  increase  utilization  at  the  regional  airports  in 
Worcester,  New  Bedford,  Providence,  and  Manchester  and 
also  incorporate  high-speed  rail  into  our  region. 

Massport  considers  Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a  regional 
system  of  airports  that  includes  the  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
l^anchester  and  Worcester  Regional  airports.  Service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports 
are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-tenm  strategy  to 
accommodate  growth  in  air  travel  demand.  While  greater  use  of 
the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  will  provide  relief  to 
Logan  Airport,  the  proposed  Airside  Project  provides  clear 
benefits  at  current,  as  well  as  future,  traffic  levels.  The  benefits 
will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  regional  transportation 
developments  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Letter  110:  Fitcorp,  Gary  f.  Klencheski,  President  and  CEO 


The  Franklin  Park  Coalition 


LETTER  111 


April  21,  1999 

Robert  A.  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Enviromental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street  -  Room  2000 
Boston,  Massachusette  02202 

Attention:  MEPA  Office 

Re:  Massachusetts  Enviromental  Protection  Act  review  of  Massachusetts 
Port  Authority's    Enviromental  Impact  Statement  concerning  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32  at  Logan  Airport. 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

I  write  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  and  the  membership  of  The 
Franklin  Park  Coalition  to  oppose  the  constmction  of  Run\iray  ]4/32  because 
it  would  increase  already  excessive  and  noisy  flights  over  Franklin  Park  and 
because  we  believe  parts  of  Massportis    EIS  to  be  inaccurate. 

The  Franl<:lin  Park  Coalition  (Coalition),  formed  in  1974  in  response  to 
the  deterioration  of  Franklin  Park  (the  Park),  is  dedicated  to  the  restoration 
and  preservation  of  the  Park  and  to  safeguarding  the  design  of  Frederick  Law 
Olmsted. 

Franklin  Park  is  the  only  parlc  in  the  city  of  Boston  large  enough,  at 
500  acres,  to  create  the  illusion  that  one  has  left  the  city.  This  rural 
experience  v;as  the  intent  of  Olmsted's  design  and  the  purpose  of  the  Park. 

Despite  being  over  6  miles  from  Logan  Airport,  flights  from  Runway  27 
are  so  low  and  so  loud  as  they  pass  directly  over  the  Park  as  to  disrupt 
entirely  the  peace  and  enjoyment  intended  for  Park  users. 

These  users  include:  birdwatchers,  strollers,  joggers,  picnicers  (it 
is  one  of  the  few  Boston  parks  which  allow  cookouts) ,  bicyclists,  dog-walkers, 
golfers,  neighborhood  softball  players,  schoolchildren  and  visitors  to  The 
Franklin  Park  Zoo.  All  these  activities  are  spoiled  by  the  noise  of  Logan 
flights. 

Currently,  flights  from  Runway  27  number  approximately  19,000  a  year. 
Under  Massport's  proposal  these  flights  would  increase  to  approximately 
56,000  a  year. 

Massport  do\vTiplays  the  level  of  noise  from  Logan  flights  by  averaging  HHH 
the  decibel  level  of  flights  with  the  decibel  levels  between  flights.  This     'I  I. 
is  tantamount  to  determining  a  speeding  violation  by  averaging  the  speeds 


Robert  A.  Durand,  Secretary 
April  21,  1999 
Page  2 


a  driver  maintains  at  a  red  light  with  the  speeds  used  on  a  highway.  We  be- 
lieve this  practice  to  be  inaccurate,  fraudulant  and  disingenuous. 

The  Coalition  believes  it  is  unreasonable  ^hat  Massport's  Logan  oper- 
ations continue  to  degrade  the  quality  of  life  in  Franklin  Park  as  else- 
where in  the  Greater  Boston  area.  For  this  reason  we  ask  you  to  reject 
Massport's  EIS  and  join  us  and  others  in  requiring  Massport  to  use 
regional  airports,  Peak  Hour  Pricing  and  other  alternatives  which  will 
lower  Logan's  maximum  flight  capacity  goals. 

The  Coalition  believes  that  Franklin  Park,  where  urban  dwellers  can 
retreat  from  urban  life,  is  unique  and  a  treasure  to  be  safeguarded.  It 
would  be  egregious  to  sacrifice  this  wonderful  Park  to  the  dubious 
demands  of  a  short- term  efficiency. 

We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  and  ask  that  this  letter 
be  entered  into  the  official  record  of  any  proceedings  concerning  Massport's 
application  to  build  Rumray  14/32. 


Very  truly  yours. 

The  Franklin  Park  Coalition 
Martha  Karchere,  President 

P.O.  Box  2333 

Jamaica  Plain,  MA  02130 


cc:    John  DeVi liars,  EPA 

Governor  Paul  Cellucci 

Thomas  F.  Birmingham,  Senate  President 

Thomas  Finneran,  Speaker  of  the  House 

Thomas  Menino,  Mayor  of  Boston 

Boston  City  Council 

O-.elsea  City  Council 

Winthrop  Board  of  Selectman 

C.A.R.E. 

Justine  Liff,  Commisioner,  Boston  Parks  and  Recreation 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  1 1 1 
The  Franklin  Park  Coalition 
Martha  Karchere,  President 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

111.1    I  Noise  Impacts  Massporl  downplays  the  level  of  noise  from  Logan  flights  by 

averaging  the  decibel  level  of  flights  with  the  decibel  levels 
i  between  flights.  We  believe  this  practice  to  be  inaccurate, 
i  fraudulent  and  disingenuous. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  considers  a  variety  of  noise 
metrics  in  the  assessment  of  noise  impacts  from  the  various 
alternatives.  These  are  intended  to  shed  additional  insight  on 
how  the  noise  is  lil^ely  to  change  from  one  altemative  to 
another.  It  is  suggested  the  reader  also  refer  to  Appendix  E  for 
a  discussion  of  noise  metrics. 


Letter  106:  The  Franklin  Park  Coalition,  Martha  Karchere,  President 


April  22,  1999 

-Trudy  Gmc^ 
Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
20th  Floor 
Boston  MA  02202 
Attn:  MEPA  Unit 

Mr.  l)jra^u^ 
Dear  Ms.  Coxe: 

The  Friends  of  Belle  Isle  Marsh  (FBIM)  is  a  nonprofit  organization  dedicated  to  protecting 
Belle  Isle,  the  250-acre  saltmarsh  located  within  the  communities  of  East  Boston,  Revere  and 
Winthrop.  Since  its  creation  in  1985,  Belle  Isle  Park  and  Reservation  has  served  as  an  urban 
oasis,  affording  city  dwellers  a  rare  opportunity  to  observe  and  enjoy  nature  at  close  hand. 

Despite  the  constant  threat  of  encroachment  by  Logan  Airport,  the  MBTA,  and  the  numerous 
commercial,  marine  and  industrial  operations  that  surround  it,  Belle  Isle  has  managed  to 
survive  as  a  functioning  saltmarsh  and  habitat  for  wildlife  not  usually  found  in  such  close 
proximity  to  urban  neighborhoods. 

Therefore,  our  special  perspective  is  not  only  that  we  must  protect  the  many  species  of  birds, 
mammals  and  fish  that  live  in  Belle  Isle  Marsh,  but  that  we  must  also  ensure  its  peaceful  use 
and  enjoyment  by  human  beings,  as  well. 

It  is  arguable  that  the  current  levels  of  noise  and  air  pollution  caused  by  operations  at  Logan 
Airport  already  make  a  negative  impact  on  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  marsh  resources;  but 
to  argue  that  point  is  not  our  brief,  at  present.  Addressing  the  plan  at  issue,  as  described  in 
Massport's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report,  the  Friends  find  that  this  report  is 
seriously  deficient  in  its  treatment  of  impacts  under  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended. 
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Our  specific  objections  are  as  follows: 

(1)  On  page  ES  30-31,  under  the  subhead  Section  4(f)  Determination.  Massport  states: 

Indirect  impacts  to  Section  4(f)  resources  from  implementation  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  [lA]...were  also  considered... According  to  the  legislation  which  established 
the  Boston  Harbor  Islands  Recreation  Area,  the  extension  of  noise  contours  over  Boston 
Harbor  associated  with  unidirectional  runway  14/32  would  not  be  considered  to 
constinjte  a  use,  or  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  reccreation  area... The  proposed 
airside  improvements  at  Logan  Airport  will  not  incorporate  land  from  a  section  4(0 
resource,  nor  with  soundproofing  mitigation,  affect  the  normal  activity  or  aesthetic 
value  of  a  public  park,  refuge,  or  historic  site. 

Despite  the  fact  that  Belle  Isle  Park  and  Reservation  is  the  largest  public  parkland  bordering 
Logan  Airport,  by  definition  clearly  falling  within  the  guidelines  of  Section  4(f),  and  that  more 
of  its  acreage  is  directly  under  aircraft  landing  approaches  than  the  Harbor  Islands  Recreation 
Area,  Massport  completely  excludes  Belle  Isle  from  the  discussion.  On  what  grounds  does 
Massport  then  conclude  that  the  proposed  airside  improvements  will  not,  "...with 
soundproofing  mitigation,  affect  the  normal  activity  or  aesthetic  value"  of  Belle  Isle  Park  and 
Reservation?  What  method  could,  or  would,  Massport  propose  that  would  effectively 
soundproof  a  150-acre  park  200  feet  below  jet  aircraft  on  a  landing  approach?  The  data  to 
support  these  statements  is  not  fully  disclosed  in  this  EER  (see  no.  3,  below.)- 

(2)  See  also  Chapter  5  of  the  EIR,  page  5-2,  in  which  FAA  requirements  are  discussed. 
Massport  states  that  "there  are  several  categories  of  resource  that  would  not  receive  impacts, 
or  would  receive  insignificant  impacts"  because  "there  are  no  parklands...on  the  airfield  site." 
This  does  not 'constitute  a  full  disclosure  nor  a  thorough  discussion  of  all  the  possible  negative 
Impacts  of  the  proposed  airside  improvements.  The  existence  of  Belle  Isle  Park  as  a 
contiguous  public  park  and  nature  reserve  is  not  even  mentioned  (let  alone  the  many  other 
public  parks  and  recreation  areas  nearby),  and  the  data  to  support  such  conclusions  is  not 
included  in  this  repon  or  its  appendices. 

(3)  None  of  the  many  noise  contour  maps  included  in  this  report  specifically  addresses  the 
noise  effects  of  the  proposed  Alternative  lA  on  Section  4(f)  resources.  The  existing  noise 
contour  maps  in  the  EIR  are  not  easily  usable  in  this  regard,  since  they  do  not  clearly  show  the 
location  of  Section  4(0  resources,  including  Belle  Isle  Marsh.  However,  it  appears  that  all  or 
most  of  Belle  Isle  Marsh,  and  Belle  Isle  Park  within  Belle  Isle  Marsh,  may  fall  at  least  within 
the  65  DNL  noise  contour,  and  much  of  it  may  fall  within  the  70-75  DNL  noise  contour,  under 
every  scenario  considered,  both  in  2010  and  the  1993^  baseline.  Massport  should  specifically 
address  this  question,  preferably  by  using  actual  monitoring  data  rather  than  computer 
modeling,  and  by  presenting  this  data  in  legible  tables  or  maps. 


-3- 


(4)  Again,  Massport  focuses  on  the  Harbor  Islands  Recreation  Area,  to  the  exclusion  of  Belle 
Isle  Marsh,  when  it  discusses  Environmental  Consequences  in  Chapter  6.  The  FAA's  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  regulations  require  any  proposed  airport  projects  to  demonstrate 
"land  use  compatibility."  Based  only  on  the  fact  that  the  legislation  establishing  the  Boston 
Harbor  Islands  Recreation  Area  states  that  Logan  Airpon  "shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  a 
significant  effect  on  natural,  scenic,  and  recreation  assets...",  Massport  can  conclude  that  the 
proposed  improvements  are  not  incompatible  with  "recreation  assets"  only  by  excluding  Belle 
Isle  Park  and  Reservation  from  this  discussion. 

The  Reservation,  unlike  the  Harbor  Islands  Area,  was  established  by  The  Commonwealth  and 
is  not  governed  by  the  restrictive  language  of  the  federal  statute.  Thus,  Massport  is  not 
absolved  from  its  obligation  to  consider  the  effects  of  the  proposed  airside  improvements  on 
Belle  Isle  Marsh  under  FAA  environmental  criteria. 

(5)  Finally,  as  part  of  the  Section  4(0  determination,  the  EIR  has  identified  a  state-listed 
endangered  species,  the  upland  sandpiper,  nesting  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  Centerfield 
Taxiway  (see  Chapter  6,  sections  6.4.4,  6.4.5.)  Massport  proposes  a  mitigation  that  will 
include  habitat  enhancement  both  onsite  and  offsite  to  ensure  that  there  is  a  "net  benefit"  to  the 
upland  sandpiper  population.  However,  by  way  of  documentation,  Massport  offers  (in 
Technical  Appendix  N)  only  a  letter  from  the  Massachusetts  Division  of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 
in  response  to  Massport's  initial  inquiries.  This  is  very  far  from  being  a  fully  disclosed 
mitigation  plan.  Has  Massport  contacted  the  Defense  Department  and  reached  agreement  on 
the  use  of  Camp  Edwards  as  a  mitigation  site?  Is  there  provision  for  ongoing  monitoring  of 
the  upland  sandpiper  population,  in  order  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation? 
These  are  some  of  the  elements  of  a  well-thought  out  mitigation  plan  that  should  have  been 
addressed  in  this  EIR. 

In  addition  to  the  points  we  have  listed  above,  there  are  many  other  areas  in  which  this  EIR  is 
deficient;  however,  the  Friends  feel  that  the  strongest  objection  lies  not  in  what  Massport  has 
included  in  this  report  but  in  what  it  has  left  out. 

It  defies  both  reason  and  logic  for  Massport  to  assert  that  a  50  percent  increase  in  air 
operations  at  Logan  over  the  next  10  years  will  have  no  significant  impact  on  the  natural 
resources  surrounding  the  airport.  The  only  way  for  Massport  to  sustain  this  position  is  to 
leave  out  of  the  EIR  any  meaningful  data  that  would  allow  us  to  measure  changes  in  noise,  air 
and  water  pollution  levels  in  Belle  Isle  Marsh.  We  urge  MEPA  to  find  this  draft  EIR 
unacceptable,  and  we  thank  you  for  your  careful  consideration  of  these  comments. 


Sincerely 


Gail  Miileryphairperson,  Conservation  Committee 
Elizabeth  R.egan,  Vice  President 
FRIENDS  OF  BELLE  ISLE  MARSH 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  112 

Friends  of  Belle  Island  Marsh 
Gail  Miller,  Chairperson 
Conservation  Committee 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

112.1 

Noise 

Sound 

Insulation 

On  what  grounds  does  Massport  then  conclude  that  the 
proposed  airside  improvements  will  not  "...with 
soundproofing  mitigation,  affect  the  normal  activity  or 
aesthetic  value"  of  Belle  Isle  Park  and  Reservation? 

The  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  Belle  Island  Park  and 
Resen/ation  are  lower  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  than  with 
the  No-Action  Alternative.  The  difference  can  be  seen  by 
comparing  the  values  of  the  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (DNL)  at 
Monitor  No.  8  (Morton  and  Amelia  in  Winthrop)  and  Monitor  No. 
16  (Bradstreet  and  Sales  in  Revere)  which  bracket  the  Belle 
Island  Marsh  area.  With  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  the  DNL 
at  Monitor  No.  8  decreases  by  0.1  dB  and  at  Monitor  No.  16  by 

f)  4  r)R  With  thp  '^7  'iM  1  nw  Flppt  vi^narin  thp  PIMI  af 

Monitor  No.  8  decreases  by  1.1  dB  and  at  Monitor  No.  16  by 
1.4  dB. 

112.2 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Impacts 

..."there  are  no  parklands...on  the  airfield  site."  The 
existence  of  Belle  Isle  Park  as  a  contiguous  public  park  and 
nature  resen/e  is  not  even  mentioned.... 

There  are  no  parklands  on  the  airfield  site,  as  depicted  in 
Figure  6.3-4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  In  addition.  Belle 
Isle  Parte,  while  within  the  existing  No  Action  Alternative  65  dB 

DMI  nni^p  rontoiir  will  havp  no  nnt<5P  inprpfl<y3  iinripr  thp 

um         iv^ioc  \.fV/i  iiuui ,  Villi  1  Id 1  ivy  1  IV/IOC  ll  IV«I CUOC  Ul  lUd  11 

Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to  Section  6.3.3  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  discussion  of  parklands 
relative  to  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative. 

112.3 

Noise 

Impacts 

None  of  the  many  noise  contour  maps  included  in  this 
report  specifically  addresses  the  noise  effects  of  the 
proposed  Alternative  1A  on  Section  4(f)  resources... it 
appears  that  all  or  most  of  Belle  Isle  (vlarsh. .  .may  fall  at 
least  within  the  65  DNL  noise  contour. . .  l^/lassport  should 
specifically  address  this  question,  preferably  by  using  actual 
monitoring  data  rather  than  computer  modeling,  and  by 
presenting  this  data  in  legible  tables  or  maps. 

Rgure  5-19  in  the  1997  Massport  GEIR  Update  shows  that  the 
1996  and  1997  DNL  65  dB  contours  include  about  one-half  of 
the  marsh  area.  These  two  contours  appear  to  occupy  about 
the  same  area  as  does  the  1993  reference  contour  in 
Figures  6.2-9  through  6.2-12  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
which  are  over  less  dear  maps.  The  contours  for  all  the 
alternatives  for  1999  and  2010  appear  to  be  inside  the  1993 
contour  in  the  Belle  Island  Marsh  area.  Therefore,  the  noise 
exposure  for  the  Belle  Island  Marsh  area  is  expected  to 
continue  to  decrease  in  the  future. 

Refer  to  Section  6.3.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

112.4 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Impacts 

The  Reservation  unlike  the  Hartror  Islands  Area,  was 
established  by  The  Commonwealth  and  is  not  governed  by 
the  restrictive  language  of  the  federal  statute.  Thus, 
Massport  is  not  absolved  from  its  obligation  to  consider  the 
effects  of  the  proposed  airside  improvements  on  Belle  Isle 
Marsh  under  F/\A  environmental  criteria. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 122. 

112.5 

Ecosystems 

Rare  Species 

...upland  sandpiper  population.  Has  Massport  contacted  the 
Defense  Department  and  reached  agreement  on  the  use  of 
Camp  Edwards  as  a  mitigation  site?  Is  there  provision  for 
ongoing  monitoring  of  the  upland  sandpiper  population,  in 
order  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation? 

Chapter  6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  documents  the 
agreements  developed  between  Massport  and  the  MAANG. 

Letter  107:  Friends  of  Belle  Island  Marsh,  Gail  Miller,  Chairperson,  Conservation  Committee 


LETTER 


Greater  Bos 


April  23,  1999 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20''  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02205 


John  C.  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


Re:     EOEA  #10458 

As  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  on  behalf  of  the 
Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  to  present  our  views  on  Logan  International 
Airport  and  other  regional  transportation  alternatives.  The  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of 
Commerce  is  a  non-profit  organization  that  represents  more  than  1,700  of  the  leading 
businesses  in  our  region.  The  Chamber  supports  the  vision  outlined  in  the  four  volume 
Logan  Air  side  Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Report  EOEA  U 1 0458. 

We  support  this  vision  for  a  reason  noted  in  the  first  chapter  of  the  first  section  of  the  first 
volume:  "The  essential  role  that  Logan  plays  in  the  regional  economy  is  threatened  by  a 
serious  problem  of  aircraft  delay." 

More  broadly,  we  support  an  R'  approach  —  the  construction  of  runway  14/32  in 
conjunction  with  the  greater  utilization  of  regional  airports  boih  inside  and  outside 
Massachusetts.  Neither  the  runway  nor  the  regional  airports  alone  will  ser\'e  all  of  our 
transportation  needs.  In  conjunction  with  one  another,  however,  both  the  nmway  and  the 
regional  airports  can  make  our  transportation  system  more  efficient  and  improve  the 
quality  of  life  for  those  who  live  both  near  and  far  from  major  transportation  nodes. 

Logan's  Importance 

Annually,  Logan  has  an  impact  of  $5  billion,  provides  employment  for  more  than  15,000 
individuals,  and  supports  more  than  one  hundred  airport-related  businesses.  Put  another 
way,  Logan  contributes  almost  $13.7  million  to  the  local  economy  every  single  day. 


A  recent  survey  of  Chamber  members  reveals  that  two  in  three  find  convenient  and 
frequent  air  service  extremely  important  to  their  companies.  Additionally,  more  than 
three  in  lour  expect  their  business  usage  of  Logan  to  increase  over  the  next  five  years, 

which  means  that  if  we  do  nothing  today,  Logan's  problems  will  soon  significantly 
\\orsen.  Inaction  now  means  that  in  just  five  years  we  will  look  back  to  the  halcyon  da\  s 
of  1998,  when  Logan  suffered  from  120,000  delay  hours,  which  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  notes, 
"produced  an  aggregate  cost  of  S3 13  million  to  airlines  and  their  passengers." 

The  Chamber  publication  Greater  Boston 's  Leading  Industries:  Drivers  of  the  Regional 
Economy  1999-2000  reveals  that  financial  services,  health  care,  high  technology, 
icnowledge  creation,  and  tourism  provide  more  than  half  of  the  jobs  in  our  region.  The 
draft  EIS/EIR  asserts,  "Each  of  these  sectors  depends  on  high  quality  of  air  transportation 
services  for  their  continued  success."  To  further  this  success,  or,  in  other  words,  to  keep 
the  Massachusetts  job  machine  working  well,  we  must  rectify  the  competitive 
disadvantage  that  Logan  will  become  in  the  future. 

The  Chamber  spearheaded  city-to-city  trips  to  Atlanta  in  1997  and  to  Seattle  in  1998. 
These  cities,  as  well  as  our  other  competitors  around  the  country,  are  modernizing  their 
airports.  We  must  do  the  same  in  our  great  city  so  that,  for  instance,  companies  do  not 
move  their  headquarters  out  of  our  region.  Such  moves  would  mean  fewer  jobs  for 
Massachusetts. 

Tht  Need  for  Runway  14/32  and  the  Taxiway 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  statistics  listed  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  bear  out  the 
fact  that  Logan  should  but  does  not  serve  as  a  competitive  advantage  for  Boston.  While 
ranking  seventeenth  in  terms  of  passenger  volume  at  U.S.  airports,  Logan  suffers  from  the 
sixth  worst  delay  problem.  To  help  to  address  this  discrepancy,  the  Greater  Boston 
Chamber/of  Commerce  endorses  both  the  over-the- water  runway,  which  would  reduce 
delays  by  25  percent  annually,  and  the  taxiway  improvements,  which  will  cut  delays  by 
some  15,000  hours  per  year 

Economically,  Boston  will  continue  to  tlirive  only  if  it  has  the  best  resources  rather  than 
the  worst  problems.  The  imminent  construction  of  the  new  convention  center  reaffirms 
this  axiom,  but  only  if  Logan  meets  two  conditions.  First,  the  airport  must  improve  so 
that  conventioneers  will  want  to  fly  into  Boston.  Additionally,  after  having  made  this 
destination  decision,  conventioneers  will  need  to  have  positive  travel  experiences  by 
arriving  in  Boston  and  at  the  convention  center  (or  their  hotels)  in  a  timely  fashion. 

Regional  Airports  and  Other  Transportation  Alternatives 

As  noted,  the  Chamber  also  supports  the  initiative  to  increase  the  use  of  regional  airports 
in  Worcester,  New  Bedford,  Providence,  and  Manchester.  Notably,  the  Commonwealth 
is  already  spelling  out  its  regional  plans. 


Specifically,  the  state  seeks  to  have  Massport  operate  Worcester,  extend  commuter  rail 
service  to  T.F.  Green  Airport  in  Providence,  and  make  roadway  improvements  to 
Manchester.  Regarding  Worcester,  Draft  EIS/EIR  figure  2.4-2  shows  that  its  airport 

captures  only  nine  percent  of  market  area  passengers,  the  lowest  share  by  far  of  any  of  six 
New  England  airports.  This  statistic  suggests  that  an  opportunity  exists  to  grow  the 
Worcester  .Airport. 

On  the  ground,  high-speed  rail  will  bring  the  northeast  corridor  to  our  great  city.  With  a 
stop  at  South  Station,  tJie  Silver  Line  will  move  residents  and  visitors  alike  from  Dudley 
to  Logan  with  stops  in  the  Seaport  District. 

But  all  of  these  transportation  projects,  worthy  in  their  own  right,  do  not  relieve  Logan's 
already  heavy  and  soon  to  be  heavier  burden.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  asserts  that  "even  the 
diversion  of  up  to  7  million  passengers  would  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airfield 
improvements  designed  to  reduce  airside  delays  and  increase  Logan's  operational 
efficiency." 

To  extend  the  example  of  the  convention  center,  business  people  will  not  fly  into  regional 
airports  when  Logan  lies  across  the  Harbor  from  the  Seaport  District.  While  some  1.2 
million  people  per  year  will  utilize  high-speed  rail,  more  than  35  million  others  will  still 
use  Logan  by  2010.  Finally,  the  Silver  Line  provides  brilliant  connections  from  the 
airport  into  downtown  and  beyond,  but  will  only  prove  worthwhile  if  we  make  every 
effort  to  modemize  Logan. 

Conclusion 

We  need  a  modernized  airport  to  bring  people  to  our  great  city.  Today,  we  have  an 
airport  that  all  too  often  does  not  work.  We  must  do  better  for  our  own  economic  vitality 
today  and  for  the  fuUire  fiscal  health  of  our  city,  state,  and  region. 

In  summar>',  therefore,  both  the  modernization  of  Logan  and  the  increased  utilization  of 
other  transportation  alternatives  should  lead  to  greater  growth,  better  jobs,  and  a  stronger 
regional  economy  as  we  confront  the  increasingly  competitive  21"  centun,'. 

Thank  you  for  considering  the  views  of  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce. 


Paul  Guzzi,  President  and"\y 
Chief  Executive  Officer 

cc:       Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  Logan  Airport  Task  Force 
Kevin  C.  Phelan,  Meredith  &  Grew 

Chair,  Logan  Airport  Task  Force 
Peter  J.  Bassett,  Bristol  Property  Management 


George  Berkowitz,  Legal  Sea  Foods 
Stanley  Durlacher,  Carlisle  Consulting  Group 
Kathleen  Heam,  Boston  Gas  Company 

Michael  D.  Holmes,  Carlin  Insurance 

Donald  B.  Holmes.  KPMG  Peal  Marwick 

Brian  M.  Hurlc}',  Rackemann,  Sawyer  &  Brewster 

Michael  Joyce.  Deloirte  &.  Touche 

Richard  Lettieri,  Ropes  &  Gray 

Paul  R.  McDonough,  HNTB 

Raymond  Murphy,  Palmer  &  Dodge 

James  F.  O'Leary,  Paul  Revere  Transportation  Company 

Robert  J.  Palermo,  GZA 

Dusty  S.  Rhodes,  Conventures 

Richard  Snyder,  Goldstein  &  Manello 

Robert  Soucy,  Eastern  Cormection 

Timothy  L.  Vaill,  Boston  Private  Bank  &  Trust  Company 

Gail  Visentin,  British  Airways 

David  Zebney,  Fidelity  Investments 

Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  Staff 

James  Klocke,  Director,  Government  Affairs  &  Economic  Development 
Mark  S.  Stemman,  Assistant  Director,  Economic  Development 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  113 
Greater  Boston  Chamber 
Paul  Guzzi,  President  and 
Chief  Executive  Officer 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

113.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

The  Chamber  supports  the  vision  outlined  in  the  four 
volume  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  EOEA  #10458.  We 
support  this  vision  for  a  reason  noted  in  the  first  chapter  of 
the  first  section  of  the  first  volume:  "The  essential  role  that 
Logan  plays  in  the  regional  economy  is  threatened  by  a 
serious  problem  of  aircraft  delay." 

Comment  noted. 

113.2 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

...endorses.. .the  over-the-water  runway,  which  would 
reduce  delays  by  25  percent  annually.... 

Comment  noted. 

113.3 

Alternatives 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

...[endorses]  the  taxiway  improvements,  which  will  cut 
delays  by  some  15,000  hours  per  year. 

Comment  noted. 

113.4 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

...supports  the  initiative  to  increase  the  use  of  regional 
airports  in  Worcester,  New  Bedford,  Providence,  and 
Manchester. 

Massport  considers  Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a  regional 
system  of  airports  that  includes  the  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional  airports.  Sen/ice 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports 
are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to 
accommodate  growth  in  air  travel  demand.  While  greater  use  of 
the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  will  provide  relief  to 
Logan  Airport,  the  proposed  Airside  Project  provides  clear 
benefits  at  current,  as  well  as  future,  traffic  levels.  The  benefits 
will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  regional  transportation 
developments  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Letter  113:  Greater  Boston  Chamber,  Paul  Guzzi,  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer 


LETTER  114 


Dear  Chamber  Member: 


The  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  supports  a  series  of  transportation 
initiatives,  notably  the  Logan  Modernization  project  (including  runway  14/32) 
and  a  greater  emphasis  on  regional  alternatives  (such  as  high  speed  rail  and  an 
increased  utilization  of  Worcester,  Providence,  and  Manchester  airports).  We 
need  your  help  to  publicize  business  perspectives  on  these  vital  issues, 
particularly  with  respect  to  Logan.  Our  future  economic  competitiveness 
hinges  on  Logan's  modernization.  The  five  leading  industries  that  account  for 
more  than  half  of  the  jobs  in  our  region  depend  on  a  Logan  that  works  well. 


ar»at*r  Boston 


Actions 

•  The  public  comment  period  on  the  environmental  permitting  will  run  until  April  23.  Using  the 
talking  points  below,  please  send  letters  (and  blind  copy  me)  on  Logan  by  that  date  to  both: 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  John  C.  Silva 

Attention  MEPA  Office  Manager,  Environmental  Programs 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458  Airports  Division,  ANE-600 

100  Cambridge  Street  New  England  Region 

20th  Floor  12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Boston,  MA  02205  Burlington,  MA  01803 

•  Please  consider  testifying  at  one  or  both  of  the  joint  federal/state  hearings  to  comment  on  Logan  that 
will  take  place  on  April  7  and  April  8.  If  you  can  testify  or  would  like  to  provide  more  assistance 
with  this  effort,  please  call  Mark  Stemman  at  617/557-7345  for  more  information  about  how  these 
hearings  work. 

Talking  Points  for  Your  Comments  Please  incorporate  specifics  on  how  Logan  impacts  your 
organization. 

•  Logan  means  jobs.  Annually,  Logan  has  an  economic  impact  of  $5  billion,  provides  employment 
for  more  than  15,000  individuals,  and  supports  more  than  one  hundred  airport-related  businesses. 
Put  another  way,  Logan  contributes  almost  $1 3.7  million  to  the  local  economy  every  single  day. 

•  Logan's  delay  problems  are  bad  and  getting  worse.  While  ranking  eleventh  in  terms  of 
operations  of  U.S.  airports,  Logan  suffers  from  the  sixth  worst  delay  problem.  In  1998,  Logan 
suffered  from  120,000  delay  hours  at  a  cost  of  $3  19  million. 

•  Regional  transportation  measures  do  not  provide  enough  relief  for  the  delay  problem.  We 
endorse  the  initiative  to  increase  the  use  of  regional  airports  in  Worcester,  New  Bedford,  Providence, 
and  Manchester.  We  support  high-speed  rail  to  bring  the  northeast  corridor  to  our  great  state.  But 
these  measures  will  not  handle  all  of  the  increased  demand  for  air  traffic  in  Greater  Boston  by  2010. 


We  have  an  airport  that  all  too  often  does  not  work.  We  must  do  better  for  our  own  economic  vitality 
today  and  for  the  future  fiscal  health  of  our  state.  The  construction  of  runway  14/32  should  lead  to 
greater  growth,  better  jobs,  and  a  competitive  regional  economy  as  we  continue  to  face  increased 
competition  in  the  2ist  century.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this  vital  issue. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  Guzzi,  President  and 
Chief  Executive  Officer 


STATEMENT  OF  PAUL  GUZZI 

April?,  1999 

Good  evening.  For  the  record,  my  name  is  Paul  Guzzi.  I  serve  as  President  and 
Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce,  a  non-profit 
organization  that  represents  more  than  1 ,700  of  the  leading  businesses  in  our  region. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  share  a  few  thoughts  on  Logan  International 
Airport  and  other  regional  airports.  I  want  to  commend  the  federal  and  state  governments 
for  holding  this  joint  public  hearing. 

First,  whether  and  how  we  can  modernize  Logan  will  determine  the  future 
economic  well  being  of  our  region.  Annually,  Logan  has  an  impact  of  $5  billion, 
provides  employment  for  more  than  15,000  individuals,  and  supports  more  than  one 
hundred  airport-related  businesses.  Put  another  way,  Logan  contributes  almost  $13.7 
million  to  the  local  economy  every  single  dav. 

The  Chamber,  the  Commonwealth,  and  the  federal  government  all  try  to  grow  the 
job-creating  segments  of  our  economy.  In  this  region,  the  Chamber  has  characterized 
these  economic  engines  ~  financial  services,  health  care,  high  technology,  knowledge 
creation,  and  tourism  —  as  the  five  leading  industries.  These  industries  provide  more  than 
half  of  the  jobs  in  our  region.  To  increase  jobs,  we  must  rectify  the  competitive 
disadvantage  that  Logan  has  become  today  and  will  increasingly  become  in  the  future. 

Second,  worsening  delay  problems  at  Logan  will  dramatically  impact  Boston 
businesses.  While  ranking  seventeenth  in  passenger  volume,  Logan  suffers  from  the 
sixth  worst  delay  problem  in  the  nation.  In  1998,  Logan  suffered  from  120,000  delay 
hours  at  a  cost  to  us  all  of  more  than  $300  million  per  year. 


A  recent  survey  of  Chamber  members  reveals  that  three  in  four  expect  their 
business  usage  of  Logan  to  increase  over  the  next  five  years,  which  means  that  inaction 
today  will  lead  to  Logan's  problems  significantly  worsening  in  the  future.  The  Chamber 
survey  also  shows  that  more  than  fifty  percent  experience  more  delays  at  Logan  than  at 
other  airports,  whereas  only  7.4  percent  faced  fewer  delays  in  Boston. 

114.1 

Third,  we  support  other  regional  transportation  projects  to  take  some  of  the 
burden  off  Logan.  We  endorse  Logan  modernization  because  even  the  realization  of 
these  projects  will  not  provide  sufficient  relief  for  the  delay  problem.  Specifically,    ^  ^  ^  2 
the  Chamber  endorses  both  the  over-the-water  runway  and  the  initiative  to  increase  the 
use  of  regional  airports  in  Worcester,  New  Bedford,  Providence,  and  Manchester.  As  a 
forthcoming  Chamber  white  paper  will  demonstrate,  we  also  support  high-speed  rail  to    1 1 4.3 
bring  the  northeast  corridor  to  our  great  city. 

These  worthy  transportation  projects  do  not  relieve  Logan's  already  heavy  and 
soon  to  be  heayier  burden.  While  some  1.2  million  people  per  year  wall  utilize  high- 
speed rail,  more  than  35  million  others  will  still  use  Logan  by  2010.  We  need  a 
modernized  airport  to  bring  people  to  our  great  city. 

We  have  an  airport  that  all  too  often  does  not  work.  We  must  do  better  for  our  114.4 
own  economic  vitality  today  and  for  the  future  fiscal  health  of  our  city,  state,  and  region. 
Runway  14/32  will  lead  to  fewer  delays,  greater  growth,  better  jobs,  and  a  more 
competitive  region  as  we  enter  into  the  increasingly  global  economy  of  the  21"  century. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  114 
Greater  Boston  Chamber 
Paul  Guzzi,  President  and 
Chief  Executive  Officer 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

114.1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

. .  .we  support  other  regional  transportation  projects  to  take 
some  of  the  burden  off  Logan.  ...to  Increase  the  use  of 
regional  airports... 

Extensive  analysis  of  impacts  of  the  37.5  million  scenario  is 
discussed  in  detail  in  Chapters  5  and  6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

114.2 

Attematives 

Runway  14/32 

...endorses... the  over-the-water  runway.... 

Comment  noted. 

114.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger  Rail 

...support  high-speed  rail  to  bring  the  northeast  corridor  to 
our  great  city. 

Comment  noted. 

114.4 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

We  need  a  modernized  airport  to  bring  people  to  our  great 
city.  Runway  14/32  will  lead  to  fewer  delays,  greater  growth, 
better  jobs,  and  a  more  competitive  region  as  we  enter  into 
the  increasingly  global  economy  of  the  21s'  century. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  114:  Greater  Boston  Chamber,  Paul  Guzzi,  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer 


LETTER  115 


1898  *  1998 

A  CENTURY  OF  SERVICE 


March  29,  1999 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

MEPA  Office 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20*^  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

The  Greater  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce,  representing  over  650  area  businesses  and  over  12,000 
employees  throughout  the  Greater  Gardner  area,  strongly  supports  MASSPORT's  proposal  for  the 
development  of  a  dedicated  commuter  runway  at  Logan  International  Airport. 

Runway  1432  will  be  a  dedicated  runway  for  small-passenger  commuter  air  traffic,  generally  10,  20  and 
30  passenger  commuter  planes.  The  development  of  this  dedicated  runway  will  provide  for  the 
maximization  of  existing  longer  commercial  runways  for  larger  airliners  using  Logan  International. 

Currently,  Logan  International  Airport  is  ranked  the  6*  worse  in  the  country  for  delays.  The  development 
of  Runway  1432  will  provide  a  great  deal  of  relief  and  help  alleviate  the  delay  problems  at  Logan.  The 
Greater  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce  recognizes  the  need  to  alleviate  the  delay  problems  as  a  critical 
economic  development  initiative  in  the  Commonwealth. 

The  Greater  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce  stands  strong  in  its  commitment  to  continue  the  economic 
prosperity  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  certainly  Central  Massachusetts,  and  supports  the 
development  of  Runway  1432  as  an  important  part  of  this  economic  development  strategy. 

If  the  Greater  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce  can  be  of  assistance  in  this  matter,  please  contact  me 
directly  at  (978)  632-1780,  extension  11. 


Sincerely, 


President  &  CEO 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  115 

Greater  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Michael  F.  Ellis,  President  and  CEO 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

115.1    1  Purpose  and 

Delay 

The  development  of  Runway  14/32  will  provide  a  great  deal 

Comment  noted. 

\  Need 

1  of  relief  and  fielp  alleviate  tfie  delay  problems  at  Logan. 

Letter  115:  Greater  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Michael  F.  Ellis,  President  and  CEO 


LETTER  116 


April  20,  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley--EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street  -  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

I  am  a  frequent  flyer,  and  therefore  a  "frequently  delayed  flier"  when  I'm  trying  to  get  back  home 
to  Boston.  Fm  writing  to  register  my  support  for  the  proposed  runway  at  Logan  that  would  serve 
commuter  aircraft.  Massport's  position  on  the  runway  makes  sense  to  me  - 1  believe  that  more 
efficient  commuter  flight  operations  would  decrease  delays  and  decrease  the  total  noise  level  for 
surrounding  communities. 

The  alternative  suggestion  that  commuter  operations  be  moved  to  Hanscom  is  not  sensible.  Most 
commuter  flights  serve  connecting  passengers  who  come  into  Lx)gan  on  a  large  jet  via  a  full 
service  airline. 

Please  note  that  I  live  in  Brookline,  and  that  I  am  a  member  of  the  Brookline  Transportation 
Board. 

Sincerely  yours. 


FULDv&  COMPANY  INC. 


Michael  A.  Sandman 
Senior  Vice  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  116 
Fuld  &  Company 
Michael  A.  Sandman, 
Senior  Vice  President 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment  Response 

116.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

I'm  writing  to  register  my  support  for  the  proposed  mnway  at    Comment  noted. 

Logan  that  would  serve  commuter  aircraft. . .  1  believe  that 

more  efficient  commuter  flight  operations  would  decrease 

delays  and  decrease  the  total  noise  level  for  surrounding 

communities. 

116.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

The  alternative  suggestion  that  commuter  operations  be        Comment  noted, 
moved  to  Hanscom  is  not  sensible.  IVIost  commuter  flights 
serve  connecting  passengers  who  come  into  Logan  on  a 
large  jet  via  a  full  sen/ice  airline. 

Letter  116:  Fuld  &  Company.  Michael  A.  Sandman,  Senior  Vice  President 


LETTER  117 


mm 

160  Second  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02142 
617.4A1.0958 
www.greentrariisuMxsin 

Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20*^  floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 
ATTN:  Arthur  Pugsley,  MEPA  Office 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

I  write  to  urge  that  you  find  the  Draft  EIS  presented  by  Massport  in  support  of  its 
proposed  Runway  14/32  "airside  improvement"  project  unacceptable. 

The  environmental  and  human  impacts  of  further  expansion  of  Logan  Airport — whether 
through  construction  of  Runway  14/32  or  some  other  scheme  yet  to  emerge  from 
Massport's  drawing  boards-are  simply  too  high.  Nor  has  Massport  made  its  case  that 
Logan  expansion  is  either  a  necessary  or  a  desirable  solution  to  our  region's  long-term 
transportation  needs. 

As  detailed  in  the  attached  documents  and  elsewhere  as  well,  environmental  evidence 
against  Massport's  proposal  is  overwhelming. 

Massport's 'proposal  fails  on  any  number  of  measures:  It  goes  against  the  most 
fundamental  environmental  objective  of  all,  which  is  to  reduce  impacts  from  current 
levels  that  are  already  too  high,  not  merely  manage  (or  allegedly  manage)  their  trend  ever 
upward;  it  flouts  basic  precepts  of  environmental  justice  that  impacts  should  be 
distnbuted  fairly  across  racial  and  socio-economic  lines:  it  has  been  pushed  forward 
without  sufficient  process  for  citizen  involvement  or  acknowledgement  of  their  concerns; 
and  It  seems  to  beg  or  sidestep  as  many  questions  and  issues  as  it  answers. 

Specifically: 

Massport  has  been  neither  forthright  nor  forthcoming  about  the  true  implications  and 
impacts  of  its  present  expansion  plan;  the  DEIS,  therefore,  is  not  a  full  disclosure 
document,  as  required  by  federal  guidelines.  With  respect  to  environmental  and  human 
impacts: 

Massport  fails  to  consider  that  14/32  is  a  growth-enabler  likely  to  promote  (not 
reduce)  increased  emissions.  In  evaluating  air  quality  impacts  of  proposed  runway 
14/32,  the  DEIS  adopts  an  approach  that  makes  no  apparent  connection  between  a  new 
runway  and  Logan's  overall  ability  to  handle  the  increased  passenger  loads  projected 
by  Massport.    It's  a  strange  and  surprising  position  given  Massport's  oft-repeated 
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claims  that  delays  at  Logan  will  become  intolerable  to  the  traveling  public  without 
14/32. 


Feedback  mechanism.  It  is  probable  that  construction  of  a  new  runway  will  in  fact 
create  new  opportunities  for  growth  in  airport  operations,  and  consequently,  in 
aircraft  and  motor  vehicle  emissions.  Viewed  this  way,  Masspon 's  asseriion  lhat  air 
quality  impacts  from  14/32  are  beneficial  or  negligible  is  just  downright  wrong. 

Massport  pays  scant  attention  to  Logan's  role  in  MA's  ozone  problem.  Eastem 
Massachusetts  is  a  serious  non-attainment  zone  for  ozone,  and  Logan  ranks  as  a  major 
source  of  precursors  like  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  and  hydrocarbons  that  are  key 
ingredients  in  ozone  production.  Yet  the  DEIS  explores  the  issue  superficially,  despite 
its  own  projection  that  Logan  growth  will  cause  significant  increases  in  NOx  emissions 
in  coming  years.  Nor  does  the  DEIS  address  how  Logan-related  increases  will  affect 
Massachusetts'  ability  to  meet  tougher  ozone  standards  slated  to  take  effect  next  year. 

Ground-level  ozone.  Ground-level  ozone  is  associated  with  respiratory  impairment 
and  illness,  especially  in  children  and  people  with  chronic  respiratory  conditions.  The 
issue  raises  concern  with  respect  to  residents  across  eastern  Massachusetts,  because 
the  ozone  impacts  of  precursor  emissions  are  often  greatest  some  miles  from  their 
original  source,  in  this  case  Logan  airport. 

Massport  gives  short  shrift  to  air  pollutants  known  to  have  serious  health 
consequences.  The  DEIS  glosses  over  or  ignores  key  areas  of  concern  with  respect  to 
air  quality,  including  hazardous  air  pollutants,  fine  particulates,  and  noise.  The  medical 
literature  clearly  shows  that  all  present  serious  cause  for  concern,  especially  for  persons 
living  near  Logan  airport. 

Hazardous  air  emissions.  The  DEIS  fails  to  properly  consider  certain  hazardous  air 
pollutants  (HAPs)  like  benzene  and  formaldehyde  that  are  known  or  probable 
carcinogens,  through  its  misleading  use  of  overly-broad  categories.  Airports  are  a 
major  source  of  such  HAPS  in  urban  areas. 

Fine  particulates.  Massport's  own  projections  show  significant  increases  in 
emissions  of  particulates  with  diameters  less  than  10  microns.  That  is  undesirable  in 
and  of  Itself,  but  worse,  the  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  treat  the  special  concerns 
associated  with  particulates  of  less  than  2.5  microns.  An  increasing  body  of  literature 
documents  the  adverse  health  effects  associated  wuh  particulate  air  pollution, 
including  symptoms  of  respiratory  disease  such  as  shortness  of  breath,  cough,  and 
asthma  attacks.  Of  special  concern  is  the  possibility  that  air  quality  levels  in 
neighborhoods  nearest  Logan  may  be  unacceptable  already  with  respect  to  fine 
particles. 

Noise.  The  DEIS  and  Massport's  treatment  of  noise  as  largely  a  nuisance  factor  to  be 
dealt  with  only  within  the  confines  of  narrowly-drawn  and  ill-defined  contours  is 
unacceptable.  In  fact,  the  scientific  literature  shows  that  noise  can  be  a  major  health 
risk.  And,  as  the  testimonials  in  this  report  and  citizen  comments  at  numerous 
hearings  and  meetings  make  clear,  Massport 's  presumption  that  soundproofing  is  a 
satisfactory  "answer"  to  noise  means  that  whole  neighborhoods  must  live 
hermetically-sealed  lives,  in  which  residents  are  denied  use  or  enjoyment  of  their 
own  outdoor  property,  and  are  left  even  unable  to  open  their  x'.-indows 


Massport  understates  or  omits  significant  emissions,  including  motor  vehicle  traffic 
The  DEIS  omits  certain  sources  of  emissions  and  appears  to  substantially  understate 

others: 

Motor  vehicle  traffic  and  emissions.  Massport  projects  many  millions  of  additional 
passengers  using  Logan  in  the  years  ahead.  How  will  they  get  there,  and  what  will  be 
the  ermssions  associated  with  growth  in  ground  transportation  to  and  from  Logan? 
Tlie  DEIS  appears  to  sharply  understate  these  motor  vehicle  emissions,  by 
assuming — inexplicably — that  motor  vehicle  traffic  growth  will  lag  well  behind 
passenger  growth;  the  direct  opposite  of  what  has  actually  proven  true  in  recent 
years.  Also,  the  DEIS  takes  no  account  of  emissions  from  motor  vehicle  traffic 
beyond  Route  128 

Aircraft  emissions  above  3.000  feet.  The  DEIS  analysis  does  not  include  aircraft 
emissions  at  altitudes  of  above  3,000'. 


There  are  some  broader,  more  philosophical  points,  too,  that  provide  equally  compelling 
evidence  against  the  DEIS  and  Massport's  proposal.  Massport  appears  to  have 
deliberately  framed  this  DEIS  and  its  public  arguments  in  support  of  a  new  runway  as 
narrowly  as  possible,  as  if  this  were  purely  an  exercise  in  airfield  design,  undertaken  in  a 
vacuum,  or  perhaps  some  remote  desert. 

In  reality,  of  course,  Logan  sits  at  the  center  of  one  of  nation's  most  densely  populated 
regions.  In  that  context.  Massport  must  be  expected  to  show  the  same  concern  for  the 
needs  of,  and  attention  to  the  impacts  on,  its  human  neighbors  on  the  ground  as  it  devotes 
to  the  passengers  on  its  runways  or  the  aircraft  in  the  sky. 

Yet: 

Massport's  proposal  fiouts  the  tenets  of  environmental  justice,  Massport's  propcsal 
clearly  flouts  President  Clinton's  Executive  Order  No.  12898,  making  environmental 
justice  a  key  cntenon.  Massport's  proposal  would  further  burden  racially  and  income- 
diverse  communities  like  East  Boston,  Roxbury,  and  Chelsea — communities  that 
already  face  disproportionate  and  unfair  environmental  impacts  from  a  number  of 
sources  (including,  significantly,  Logan). 

Massport  has  ignored  residents'  concerns  about  potential  existing  impacts.  Many 
residents  of  communities  around  Logan  like  East  Boston,  Chelsea,  Winthrop,  and 
others  have  offered  serious  and  thoughtftil  concerns  about  potential  health  effects 
associated  with  existing  levels  of  Logan  usage.  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  these 
issues — yet  sadly,  similar  concerns  elsewhere  have  too  often  proved  well-founded.  A 
1993  EPA  study  of  Chicago's  Midway  airport,  for  example,  found  that  certain 
emissions  associated  with  aircraft  operations  at  that  much  smaller  facility  contnbuted 
significantly  to  cancer  cases  in  surrounding  neighborhoods.  To  answer  residents' 
concerns  and  as  a  guide  to  transportation  policy  making,  Massport  should  be  required 
to  thoroughly  assess  potential  health  effects  associated  with  existing  levels  of  Logan 
operations  on  Massachusetts  residents. 


Massport  lacks  a  long-term  transportation  plan  that  could  de-emphasize  Logan,  and 
shift  our  region  away  from  ever-increasing  reliance  on  air  travel  In  prqjaring  its 
DEIS,  Massport  was  required  to  explore  all  reasonable  alternatives.  Instead,  Massport 
appears  to  have  looked  seriously  at  only  its  traditionally  preferred  alternative:  Expand 
Logan.  And,  equally,  the  DEIS  reflects  the  fact  that  Massport  has  chosen  to  needlessly 
embrace  the  false  notion  that  reliance  on  air  travel  must  inevitably  always  trend 
upward. 

Massport  instead  must  be  required  to  operate  within  the  context  of  a  true  long-term 
transportation  plan  for  our  region,  one  that:  (1)  makes  maximum  best  use  of  other 
airports  in  our  region  like  T.F.  Green  and  Manchester;  but  (2)  shifts  us  away  from  ever- 
increasing  reliance  on  air  travel,  and  toward  transportation  alternatives  like  high-speed 
rail  that  have  far  lower  environmental  and  human  impacts. 

In  closing,  one  final  observation:  As  someone  with  over  two  decades  experience  as  an 
environmental  and  community  organizer,  I  have  never  seen  the  diverse  people  of  Boston 
and  surrounding  cities  and  towns  so  united  as  in  their  shared  opposition  to  14/32.  As  one 
East  Boston  resident  says  within  the  testimonials  attached  to  these  comments:  "Enough  is 
just  enough." 

To  me,  comments  like  those,  made  over  and  over  by  so  many  citizens  at  meetings  and 
hearings  these  past  few  months,  speak  more  eloquently  and  convincingly  than  anything 
else  to  all  that  is  wrong  with  Massport 's  proposal  to  expand  Logan. 


Sincerel' 
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April  1999 


Robed  :  Dura/fd,  Secretary 
ExecutiVeXDffice  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Can-fbrHJee  Street,  20"^  floor 
Bostoif;  MA  (>^02 
ATTN:  Arthur  Pugsley,  MEPA  Office 


Re:  EOEA  No.  10458 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 


I  write  to  urge  that  you  find  the  Draft  EIS  presented  by  Massport  in  support  of  its 
proposed  Runway  14/32  "airside  improvement"  project  unacceptable. 

The  environmental  and  human  impacts  of  further  expansion  of  Logan  Airport — whether 
through  construction  of  Runway  14/32  or  some  other  scheme  yet  to  emerge  from 
Massport's  drawing  boards-are  simply  too  high.  Nor  has  Massport  made  its  case  that 
Logan  expansion  is  either  a  necessary  or  a  desirable  solution  to  our  region's  long-term 
transportation  needs. 

As  detailed  in  the  attached  documents  and  elsewhere  as  well,  environmental  evidence 
against  Massport's  proposal  is  overwhelming. 

Massport's  proposal  fails  on  any  number  of  measures:  It  goes  against  the  most 
fundamental  environmental  objective  of  all,  which  is  to  reduce  impacts  from  current 
levels  that  are  already  too  high,  not  merely  manage  (or  allegedly  manage)  their  trend  ever 
upward;  it  flouts  basic  precepts  of  environmental  justice  that  impacts  should  be 
distributed  fairly  across  racial  and  socio-economic  lines;  it  has  been  pushed  forward 
without  sufficient  process  for  citizen  involvement  or  acknowledgement  of  their  concerns; 
and  it  seems  to  beg  or  sidestep  as  many  questions  and  issues  as  it  answers. 


Specifically: 

Massport  has  been  neither  forthnght  nor  forthcoming  about  the  true  implications  and 
impacts  of  its  present  expansion  plan;  the  DEIS,  therefore,  is  not  a  full  disclosure 
document,  as  required  by  federal  guidelines.  With  respect  to  environmental  and  human 
impacts: 

Massport  fails  to  consider  that  14/32  is  a  growth-enabler  likely  to  promote  (not 
reduce)  increased  emissions.  In  evaluating  air  quality  impacts  of  proposed  runway 
14/32,  the  DEIS  adopts  an  approach  that  makes  no  apparent  connection  between  a  new 
runway  and  Logan's  overall  ability  to  handle  the  increased  passenger  loads  projected 
by  Massport.    It's  a  strange  and  surpnsing  position  given  Massport's  oft-repeated 


claims  that  delays  at  Logan  will  become  intolerable  to  the  traveling  public  without 
14/32. 


Feedback  mechanism.  It  is  probable  that  construction  of  a  new  runway  will  in  fact 
create  new  opportunities  for  growth  in  airport  operations,  and  consequently,  in 
aircraft  and  motor  vehicle  emissions.  Viewed  this  way.  Massport's  assertion  that  air 
quality  impacts  from  14/32  are  beneficial  or  negligible  is  Just  downright  wrong. 

Massport  pays  scant  attention  to  Logan's  role  in  MA's  ozone  problem.  Eastern 
Massachusetts  is  a  serious  non-attainment  zone  for  ozone,  and  Logan  ranks  as  a  major 
source  of  precursors  like  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  and  hydrocarbons  that  are  key 
mgredients  in  ozone  production.  Yet  the  DEIS  explores  the  issue  superficially,  despite 
its  own  projection  that  Logan  growth  will  cause  significant  increases  in  NOx  emissions 
in  coming  years.  Nor  does  the  DEIS  address  how  Logan-related  increases  will  affect 
Massachusetts'  ability  to  meet  tougher  ozone  standards  slated  to  take  effect  next  year. 

Ground-level  ozone.  Ground-level  ozone  is  associated  with  respiratory  impairment 
and  illness,  especially  in  children  and  people  with  chronic  respiratory  conditions.  The 
issue  raises  concern  with  respect  to  residents  across  eastern  Massachusetts,  because 
the  ozone  impacts  of  precursor  emissions  are  often  greatest  some  miles  from  their 
original  source,  in  this  case  Logan  airport. 

Massport  gives  short  shrift  to  air  pollutants  known  to  have  serious  health 
consequences.  The  DEIS  glosses  over  or  ignores  key  areas  of  concern  with  respect  to 
air  quality,  including  hazardous  air  pollutants,  fine  particulates,  and  noise.  The  medical 
literature  clearly  shows  that  all  present  serious  cause  for  concern,  especially  for  persons 
living  near  Logan  airport. 

Hazardous  air  emissions.  The  DEIS  fails  to  properly  consider  certain  hazardous  air 
pollutants  (HAPs)  like  benzene  and  formaldehyde  that  are  known  or  probable 
carcinogens,  through  its  misleading  use  of  overly-broad  categories.  Airports  are  a 
major  source  of  such  HAPS  in  urban  areas. 

Fine  particulates.  Massport's  own  projections  show  significant  increases  in 
emissions  of  particulates  with  diameters  less  than  10  microns.  That  is  undesirable  in 
and  of  itself,  but  worse,  the  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  treat  the  special  concerns 
associated  with  particulates  of  less  than  2.5  microns.  An  increasing  body  of  literature 
documents  the  adverse  health  effects  associated  with  particulate  air  pollution, 
including  symptoms  of  respiratory  disease  such  as  shormess  of  breath,  cough,  and 
asthma  attacks.  Of  special  concern  is  the  possibility  that  air  quality  levels  in 
neighborhoods  nearest  Logan  may  be  unacceptable  already  with  respect  to  fine 
particles. 

Noise.  The  DEIS  and  Massport's  treatment  of  noise  as  largely  a  nuisance  factor  to  be 
dealt  with  only  within  the  confines  of  narrowly-drawn  and  ill-defined  contours  is 
unacceptable.  In  fact,  the  scientific  literature  shows  that  noise  can  be  a  major  health 
risk.  And,  as  the  testimonials  in  this  report  and  citizen  comments  at  numerous 
hearings  and  meetings  make  clear,  Massport 's  presumption  that  soundproofing  is  a 
satisfactory  "answer"  to  noise  means  that  whole  neighborhoods  must  live 
hermetically-sealed  lives,  in  which  residents  are  denied  use  or  enjoyment  of  their 
own  outdoor  property,  and  are  left  even  unable  to  open  their  windows 


Massport  understates  or  omits  significant  emissions,  including  motor  vehicle  traffic. 
The  DEIS  omits  certain  sources  of  emissions  and  appears  to  substantially  understate 
others: 

Motor  vehicle  traffic  and  emissions.  Massport  projects  many  millions  of  additional 
passengers  using  Logan  in  the  years  ahead.  How  will  they  get  there,  and  what  will  be 
the  emissions  associated  with  growth  in  ground  transportation  to  and  from  Logan? 
The  DEIS  appears  to  sharply  understate  these  motor  vehicle  emissions,  by 
assuming — inexplicably — that  motor  vehicle  traffic  growth  will  lag  well  behind 
passenger  growth;  the  direct  opposite  of  what  has  actually  proven  true  in  recent 
years.  Also,  the  DEIS  takes  no  account  of  emissions  from  motor  vehicle  traffic 
beyond  Route  128 

Aircraft  emissions  above  3.000  feet.  The  DEIS  analysis  does  not  include  aircraft 
emissions  at  altitudes  of  above  3,000'. 


There  are  some  broader,  more  philosophical  points,  too,  that  provide  equally  compelling 
evidence  against  the  DEIS  and  Massport's  proposal.  Massport  appears  to  have 
deliberately  framed  this  DEIS  and  its  public  arguments  in  support  of  a  new  runway  as 
narrowly  as  possible,  as  if  this  were  purely  an  exercise  in  airfield  design,  undertaken  in  a 
vacuum,  or  perhaps  some  remote  desert. 

In  reality,  of  course,  Logan  sits  at  the  center  of  one  of  nation's  most  densely  populated 
regions.  In  that  context,  Massport  must  be  expected  to  show  the  same  concern  for  the 
needs  of  and  attention  to  the  impacts  on.  its  human  neighbors  on  the  ground  as  it  devotes 
to  the  passengers  on  its  runways  or  the  aircraft  in  the  sky. 

Yet: 

Massport's  proposal  flouts  the  tenets  of  environmental  justice,  Massport's  proposal 
clearly  flouts  President  Clinton's  Executive  Order  No.  12893,  making  environmental 
justice  a  key  criterion.  Massport's  proposal  would  further  burden  racially  and  income- 
diverse  communities  like  East  Boston,  Roxbury,  and  Chelsea — communities  that 
already  face  disproportionate  and  unfair  environmental  impacts  from  a  number  of 
sources  (including,  significantly,  Logan). 

Massport  has  ignored  residents'  concerns  about  potential  existing  impacts.  Many 
residents  of  communities  around  Logan  like  East  Boston,  Chelsea,  Winthrop,  and 
others  have  offered  serious  and  thoughtful  concerns  about  potential  health  effects 
associated  with  existing  levels  of  Logan  usage.  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  these 
issues — yet  sadly,  similar  concerns  elsewhere  have  too  often  proved  well-founded.  A 
1993  EPA  study  of  Chicago's  Midway  airport,  for  example,  found  that  certain 
emissions  associated  with  aircraft  operations  at  that  much  smaller  facility  contributed 
significantly  to  cancer  cases  in  surrounding  neighborhoods.  To  answer  residents ' 
concerns  and  as  a  guide  to  transportation  policy  making,  Massport  should  be  required 
to  thoroughly  assess  potential  health  effects  associated  with  existing  levels  of  Logan 
operations  on  Massachusetts  residents. 


Massport  lacks  a  long-term  transportation  plan  that  could  de-emphasize  Logan,  and 
shift  our  region  away  from  ever-increasing  reliance  on  air  travel.  In  prepanng  its 
DEIS,  Massport  was  required  to  explore  all  reasonable  alternatives.  Instead,  Massport 
appears  to  have  looked  seriously  at  only  its  traditionally  preferred  alternative:  Expand 
Logan.  And,  equally,  the  DEIS  reflects  the  fact  that  Massport  has  chosen  to  needlessly 
embrace  the  false  notion  that  reliance  on  air  travel  must  inevitably  always  trend 
upward. 

Massport  instead  must  be  required  to  operate  within  the  context  of  a  true  long-term 
transportation  plan  for  our  region,  one  that:  (1)  makes  maximum  best  use  of  other 
airports  in  our  region  like  T.F.  Green  and  Manchester;  but  (2)  shifts  us  away  from  ever- 
increasing  reliance  on  air  travel,  and  toward  transportation  alternatives  like  high-speed 
rail  that  have  far  lower  environmental  and  human  impacts. 

In  closing,  one  final  observation:  As  someone  with  over  two  decades  experience  as  an 
environmental  and  community  organizer,  I  have  never  seen  the  diverse  people  of  Boston 
and  surrounding  cities  and  towns  so  united  as  in  their  shared  opposition  to  14/32.  As  one 
East  Boston  resident  says  within  the  testimonials  attached  to  these  comments:  "Enough  is 
just  enough." 

To  me,  comments  like  those,  made  over  and  over  by  so  many  citizens  at  meetings  and 
hearings  these  past  few  months,  speak  more  eloquently  and  convincingly  than  anything 
else  to  all  that  is  wrong  with  Massport's  proposal  to  expand  Logan. 


Sincerel 


JO 


OPEN  CITIZEN  LETTER 
TO 

GOVERNOR  PAUL  CELLUCCI  & 
MASSPORT  CHAIRMAN  PETER  BLUTE 

Dear  Sirs: 

We  the  citizens  of  Massachusetts  impacted  by  the  proposed  changes  to 
Logan  International  Airport  demand  the  following  of  Massport: 

1 .  A  binding  and  legal  agreement  which  halts  any  existing  plans  to  expan 
Logan  Airport  in  any  way,  shape  or  form,  deluding  but  not  limited  tc 
the  completion  of  the  proposed  Runway  14/32  and  the  centertield 
taxiway.  Instead,  we  demand  a  regional  transportation  plan  that 
addresses  New  England's  long-term  transportation  needs  with  less 
reliance  on  Logan. 

2.  An  outside  evaluation  of  Logan  Airport  which  assesses  performance 
.  and  makes  recommendations  for  improvements  withm  the  existmg 

infrastructure. 

3.  Establishment  of  a  citizen's  advisory  board  to  serve  as  a  liaison 
between  Massport  and  the  effected  communities.  This  board  will 
develop  a  opmprehensive  and  mclusionarj'  process  of  mitigation  to 
eliminate  the  arbitrary,  ill-devised  process  that  currently  exists. 

4.  Appropriation  of  funds  to  conduct  an  Environmental  Impact  Study 
which  includes  an  in-depth,  long-term  study  of  Logan  Airport's 
impact  on  all  surrounding  cities  and  towns  within  heavily  travelled 
flight  paths. 


117.12 
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117.14 
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5. 


Creation  of  a  Good  Neighbor  Agreement  between  residents  and 
Massport  that  requires  Massport  to  provide  a  forum  for  good  faith 
negotiations. 


117.17 
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April  22.  1999 


160  Second  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02142 
61Z441.0958 


Re:  EOEA  No.  10458 


Robert  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20*^  floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

ATTN:  Arthur  Pugsley,  MEPA  Office 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

I  write  to  urge  that  you  find  the  Draft  EIS  presented  by  Massport  in  support  of  its 
proposed  Runway  14/32  "airside  improvement"  project  unacceptable. 

The  environmental  and  human  impacts  of  further  expansion  of  Logan  Airport — whether 
through  construction  of  ]g.unway  14/32  or  some  other  scheme  yet  to  emerge  from 
Massport' s  drawing  boards-are  simply  too  high.  Nor  has  Massport  made  its  case  that 
Logan  expansion  is  either  a  necessary  or  a  desirable  solution  to  our  region's  long-term 
transportation  needs. 

As  detailed  in  the  attached  documents  and  elsewhere  as  well,  environmental  evidence 
against  Massport's  proposal  is  overwhelming. 

Massport's  proposal  fails  on  any  number  of  measures:  It  goes  against  the  most 
fundamental  environmental  objective  of  all,  which  is  to  reduce  impacts  from  current 
levels  that  are  already  too  high,  not  merely  manage  (or  allegedly  manage)  their  trend  ever 
upward;  it  flouts  basic  precepts  of  environmental  justice  that  impacts  should  be 
distnbuted  fairly  across  racial  and  socio-economic  lines;  it  has  been  pushed  forward 
without  sufficient  process  for  citizen  involvement  or  acknowledgement  of  their  concerns; 
and  it  seems  to  beg  or  sidestep  as  many  questions  and  issues  as  it  answers. 


Speciflcally: 

Massport  has  been  neither  forthnght  nor  forthcoming  about  the  true  implications  and 
impacts  of  its  present  expansion  plan;  the  DEIS,  therefore,  is  not  a  full  disclosure 
document,  as  required  by  federal  guidelines.  With  respect  to  environmental  and  human 
impacts: 

Massport  fails  to  consider  that  14/32  is  a  growth-enabler  likely  to  promote  (not 
reduce)  increased  emissions.  In  evaluating  air  quality  impacts  of  proposed  runway 
14/32,  the  DEIS  adopts  an  approach  that  makes  no  apparent  connection  between  a  new 
runway  and  Logan's  overall  ability  to  handle  the  increased  passenger  loads  projected 
by  Massport.    It's  a  strange  and  surpnsing  position  given  Ma.ssport's  oft-repeated 


claims  that  delays  at  Logan  will  become  intolerable  to  the  traveling  public  without 
14/32. 


Feedback  mechanism.  It  is  probable  that  construction  of  a  new  runway  will  in  fact 
create  new  opportunities  for  growth  in  auport  operations,  and  consequently,  in 
aircraft  and  motor  vehicle  emissions.  Viewed  this  way,  Massport 's  assertion  that  air 
quality  impacts  from  14/32  are  beneficial  or  negligible  is  just  downright  wrong. 

Massport  pays  scant  attention  to  Logan's  role  in  MA's  ozone  problem.  Eastern 
Massachusetts  is  a  serious  non-attainment  zone  for  ozone,  and  Logan  ranks  as  a  major 
source  of  precursors  like  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  and  hydrocarbons  that  are  key 
ingredients  in  ozone  production.  Yet  the  DEIS  explores  the  issue  superficially,  despite 
Its  own  projection  that  Logan  growth  will  cause  significant  increases  in  NOx  emissions 
in  coming  years.  Nor  does  the  DEIS  address  how  Logan-related  increases  will  affect 
Massachusetts'  ability  to  meet  tougher  ozone  standards  slated  to  take  effect  next  year. 

Ground-level  ozone.  Ground-level  ozone  is  associated  with  respiratory  impairment 
and  illness,  especially  in  children  and  people  with  chronic  respiratory  conditions.  The 
issue  raises  concern  with  respect  to  residents  across  eastern  Massachusetts,  because 
the  ozone  impacts  of  precursor  emissions  are  often  greatest  some  miles  from  their 
original  source,  in  this  case  Logan  airport. 

Massport  gives  short  shrift  to  air  pollutants  known  to  have  serious  health 
consequences.  The  DEIS  glosses  over  or  ignores  key  areas  of  concern  with  respect  to 
air  quality,  including  hazardous  air  pollutants,  fine  particulates,  and  noise.  The  medical 
literature  clearly  shows  that  all  present  serious  cause  for  concern,  especially  for  persons 
living  near  Logan  airport. 

Hazardous  air  emissions.  The  DEIS  fails  to  properly  consider  certain  hazardous  air 
pollutants  (HAPs)  like  benzene  and  formaldehyde  that  are  known  or  probable 
carcinogens,  through  its  misleading  use  of  overly-broad  categones.  Airports  are  a 
major  source  of  such  HAPS  in  urban  areas. 

Fine  particulates.  Massport's  own  projections  show  significant  increases  in 
emissions  of  particulates  with  diameters  less  than  10  microns.  That  is  undesirable  in 
and  of  itself,  but  worse,  the  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  treat  the  special  concerns 
associated  with  particulates  of  less  than  2.5  microns.  An  increasing  body  of  literature 
documents  the  adverse  health  effects  associated  with  particulate  air  pollution, 
including  symptoms  of  respiratory  disease  such  as  shortness  of  breath,  cough,  and 
asthma  attacks.  Of  special  concern  is  the  possibility  that  air  quality  levels  in 
neighborhoods  nearest  Logan  may  be  unacceptable  already  with  respect  to  fine 
particles. 

Noise.  The  DEIS  and  Massport's  treatment  of  noise  as  largely  a  nuisance  factor  to  be 
dealt  with  only  within  the  confines  of  narrowly-drawn  and  ill-defined  contours  is 
unacceptable.  In  fact,  the  scientific  literature  shows  that  noise  can  be  a  major  health 
risk.  And,  as  the  testimonials  in  this  report  and  citizen  comments  at  numerous 
hearings  and  meetings  make  clear,  Massport 's  presumption  that  soundproofing  is  a 
satisfactory  "answer"  to  noise  means  that  whole  neighborhoods  must  live 
hermetically-sealed  lives,  in  which  residents  are  denied  use  or  enjoyment  of  their 
own  outdoor  property,  and  are  left  even  unable  to  open  their  windows 


Massport  understates  or  omits  significant  emissions,  including  motor  vehicle  traffic. 
The  DEIS  omits  certain  sources  of  emissions  and  appears  to  substantially  understate 
others: 

Motor  vehicle  traffic  and  emissions.  Massport  projects  many  millions  of  additional 
passengers  using  Logan  in  the  years  ahead.  How  will  they  get  there,  and  what  will  be 
the  emissions  associated  with  growth  in  ground  transportation  to  and  from  Logan? 
The  DEIS  appears  to  sharply  understate  these  motor  vehicle  emissions,  by 
assuming — inexplicably — that  motor  vehicle  traffic  growth  will  lag  well  behind 
passenger  growth;  the  direct  opposite  of  what  has  actually  proven  true  in  recent 
years.  Also,  the  DEIS  takes  no  account  of  emissions  from  motor  vehicle  traffic 
beyond  Route  128 

Aircraft  emissions  above  3,000  feet.  The  DEIS  analysis  does  not  include  aircraft 
emissions  at  altitudes  of  above  3,000. 


There  are  some  broader,  more  philosophical  points,  too,  that  provide  equally  compelling 
evidence  against  the  DEIS  and  Massport's  proposal.  Massport  appears  to  have 
deliberately  filmed  this  DEIS  and  its  public  arguments  in  support  of  a  new  runway  as 
narrowly  as  possible,  as  if  this  were  purely  an  exercise  in  airfield  design,  undertaken  in  a 
vacuum,  or  perhaps  some  remott  desert. 

In  reality,  of  course,  Logan  sits  at  the  center  of  one  of  nation's  most  densely  populated 
regions.  In  that  context,  Massport  must  be  expected  to  show  the  same  concern  for  the 
needs  of,  and  .attention  to  the  impacts  on,  its  human  neighbors  on  the  ground  as  it  devotes 
to  the  passengers  on  its  runways  or  the  aircraft  in  the  sky. 

Yet: 

Massport's  proposal  flouts  the  tenets  of  environmental  justice,  Massport's  proposal 
clearly  flouts  President  Clinton's  Executive  Order  No.  12898,  making  environmental 
justice  a  key  criterion.  Massport's  proposal  would  further  burden  racially  and  income- 
diverse  communities  like  East  Boston,  Roxbury,  and  Chelsea — communities  that 
already  face  disproportionate  and  unfair  environmental  impacts  from  a  number  of 
sources  (including,  significantly,  Logan). 

Massport  has  ignored  residents'  concerns  about  potential  existing  impacts.  Many 
residents  of  communities  around  Logan  like  East  Boston,  Chelsea,  Winthrop,  and 
others  have  offered  serious  and  thoughtful  concems  about  potential  health  effects 
associated  with  existing  levels  of  Logan  usage.  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  these 
issues — yet  sadly,  similar  concems  elsewhere  have  too  often  proved  well-founded.  A 
1993  EPA  study  of  Chicago's  Midway  airport,  for  example,  found  that  certain 
emissions  associated  with  aircraft  operations  at  that  much  smaller  facility  contributed 
significantly  to  cancer  cases  in  surrounding  neighborhoods.  To  answer  residents' 
concerns  and  as  a  guide  to  transportation  policy  making,  Massport  should  be  required 
to  thoroughly  assess  potential  health  ejfects  associated  with  existing  levels  of  Logan 
operations  on  Massachusetts  residents. 


Massport  lacks  a  long-term  transportation  plan  that  could  de-emphasize  Logan,  and 
shift  our  region  away  from  ever-increasingly  reliance  on  air  travel.  In  preparing  its 
DEIS,  Massport  was  required  to  explore  all  reasonable  alternatives.  Instead,  Massport 
appears  to  have  looked  seriously  at  only  its  traditionally  preferred  alternative:  Expand 
Logan.  And,  equally,  the  DEIS  reflects  the  fact  that  Massport  has  chosen  to  needlessly 
embrace  the  false  notion  that  reliance  on  air  travel  must  inevitably  always  trend 
upward. 

Massport  instead  must  be  required  to  operate  within  the  context  of  a  true  long-term 
transportation  plan  for  our  region,  one  that:  (1)  makes  maximum  best  use  of  other 
airports  in  our  region  like  T.F.  Green  and  Manchester;  but  (2)  shifts  us  away  from  ever- 
increasing  reliance  on  air  travel,  and  toward  transportation  alternatives  like  high-speed 
rail  that  have  far  lower  envirormiental  and  human  impacts. 

In  closing,  one  final  observation:  As  someone  with  over  two  decades  experience  as  an 
environmental  and  community  organizer,  I  have  never  seen  the  diverse  people  of  Boston 
and  surrounding  cities  and  towns  so  united  as  in  their  shared  opposition  to  14/32.  As  one 
East  Boston  resident  says  within  the  testimonials  attached  to  these  comments:  "Enough  is 
just  enough." 

To  me,  comments  like  those,  made  over  and  over  by  so  many  citizens  at  meetings  and 
hearings  these  past  few  months,  speak  more  eloquently  and  convincingly  than  anything 
else  to  all  that  is  wrong  with  Massport' s  proposal  to  expand  Logan. 


JOHN  T.  O'CONNOR 


Henry  S.  Cole  &  Associates,  Inc. 

Science  and  Solutions  for  the  Environment 


Suite  800,  2300  M  Street,  NW,  Washington,  DC,  20037. 
Phone:  (202)  973-2827  Fax:  (202)973-2887 

Henry  S.  Cole,  Ph.  D.,  President 


THE  IMPACT  OF  LOGAN  AIRPORT  EXPANSION 
ON  AIR  QUALITY  AND  PUBLIC  HEALTH 


By 

Henry  S.  Cole,  Ph.  D. 
Henry  S.  Cole  &  Associates,  Inc. 
Washington,  D.C. 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Introduction.  Massport  proposes  to  build  a  new  runway  for  Logan  Airport.  Its 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  argues  that  the  new  runway  is  needed  to  reduce 
delay.  However,  the  EIS  also  projects  a  major  expansion  period  for  the  next  decade. 
Massport  forecasts  that  passenger  load  will  increase  from  an  estimated  29  million  in  1999 
to  from  37.5  million  to  45  million  passengers  by  the  year  2010.  This  represents  a  growth 
rate  from  29  to  55  percent.  Surely,  the  runway  is  an  important  first  step  to  achieving 
Massport 's  projections. 

This  report  finds  that  the  EIS  (1)  fails  to  acknowledge  the  runway's  impact  on  growth  and 
(2)  neglects  to  fully  examine  the  consequences  of  its  projected  expansion  -  consequences 
that  will  effect  the  surrounding  communities  and  the  region  as  a  whole.  This  report 
focuses  on  the  impacts  of  Logan  expansion  on  air  quality;  however,  the  full  set  of 
consequences  also  include  congestion  of  roadways,  noise  levels,  water  quality,  and  the 
very  livability  of  greater-Boston  area  communities. 

Logan  Airport  even  at  its  current  size  has  a  major  impact  on  the  region. 

•  Airport  has  been  ranked  as  the  Nation's  12th  largest  airport  with  a  current  annual  use 
rate  of  approximately  29  million  passengers  in  1999. 

•  Logan  handles  about  two-thirds  of  the  passenger  load  in  New  England.  This  airport  is 
also  the  largest  generator  of  motor  vehicle  traffic  in  New  England.  Traffic  jams  on  the 
roadways  leading  to  Logan  are  already  legendary. 

•  The  air  and  auto  traffic  associated  with  Logan  Airport  imposes  a  variety  of 
environmental  stress  factors  ~  including  noise  and  air  pollution  ~  on  people  living  in 
one  of  the  most  densely  populated  regions  of  Massachusetts  and  the  nation.  (See  Fig. 
1). 

•  Logan  airport  is  a  major  source  of  air  pollutant  emissions.  VOC's  and  NOx  are 
particularly  important  because  they  contribute  to  the  region's  serious  non-attainment 
status  for  ground-level  ozone.  (See  Section  4).  For  example,  Logan  Airport  emits 
more  than  7  tons  per  day  of  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  which  is  approximately  7 
percent  of  the  anthropogenic  NOx  emissions  in  Suffolk  County. 

The  impact  of  expansion  on  air  quality.  Major  findings  are  as  follows: 

•  Increased  emissions  of  NOx  and  Particulates.  The  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  Airside  Improvements  Planning  (February  1999)  forecasts  that  growth  in 
Logan  use  over  the  next  decade  will  cause  significant  increases  in  emissions  of  oxides 
of  nitrogen  (NOx)  and  particulate  matter  (PMIO).  Ironically,  new  quieter  jets  have 
higher  NOx  emissions. 


•  Increased  NOx  and  its  impact  on  Ozone.  Increased  NOx  is  especially  significant. 
NOx  is  an  essential  ingredient  for  the  formation  of  photochemical  smog  including 
ground-level  ozone.  Massachusetts  has  been  designated  by  EPA  as  a  "serious"  non- 
attainment  zone  for  ozone.  Ozone  is  known  to  cause  and  aggravate  respiratory  disease 
in  humans.  Children  are  especially  vulnerable.  Ozone  is  a  regional  problem  —  Logan 
NOx  emissions  affect  smog  tens  of  miles  from  the  source.  The  EIS  fails  to  address  the 
NOx  /  ozone  question  in  a  meaningful  manner,  for  example,  Massport  has  not  included 
emissions  caps  in  its  preferred  alternative. 

•  Additional  impacts  of  increased  NOx.  Increased  NOx  emissions  has  additional 
consequences.  It  contributes  to  acid  rain  which  has  damaged  both  waterways  and 
forests  in  the  northeast.  Scientists  have  also  determined  that  NOx  emissions  to  air  are 
a  major  source  of  nitrate  deposition  to  coastal  waters  and  estuaries;  this  results  in 
over-fertilization,  oxygen  depletion,  and  severe  damage  to  estuarine  ecosystems  and 
fisheries. 

•  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants.  Airports  a  significant  source  of  hazardous  air  pollutants 
(HAPs).  An  EPA  study  of  Chicago's  Midway  (much  smaller  than  Logan),  found  that 
HAP  emissions  fi^om  aircraft  contributes  an  estimated  10.5  percent  of  the  cancer  cases 
related  to  air  pollution  in  the  16  square  mile  area  surrounding  the  airport.  Motor 
vehicle  traffic  (much  of  which  is  attributable  to  the  airport)  was  the  dominant  source 
of  cancer  risk.  A  number  of  these  "HAP's"  (e.g.,  benzene,  formaldehyde)  are  known 
or  probable  human  carcinogens  ~  they  can  cause  cancer.  The  EIS  fails  to  assess  or 
project  emissions  trends  for  this  particularly  dangerous  component  of  VOC  and  fine 
particulate  emissions. 

•  Fine  Particulates.  The  report  presents  evidence  suggesting  that  neighborhoods 
located  near  Logan  Airport  may  be  experiencing  dangerous  levels  of  PM2.5,  the 
smallest  class  of  particulates  and  those  having  the  most  devastating  impact  on  public 
health.  Since  the  EIS  projects  increased  particulate  emissions,  PM2.5  emissions  and 
ambient  levels  in  the  surrounding  region  can  be  expected  to  rise  with  continued 
expansion  of  the  airport. 

•  Motor  Vehicles  and  Emissions.  Projections  of  motor  vehicle  emissions  used  in  the 
EIS  incorporate  Massport  predictions  of  future  growth  in  the  volume  of  traffic 
approaching  and  using  the  airport.  Massport  projects  an  additional  12,000  cars  per 
week-day  over  the  next  decade  to  accommodate  passenger  growth.  However, 
Massport  data  showing  the  relationship  between  passenger  use  and  traffic  volume  over 
the  past  five  years  suggests  that  Massport  is  "low  balling"  the  growth  in  traffic  volume 
needed  to  accommodate  its  forecasts.  This  report  shows  that  a  better  estimate  may  be 
on  the  order  of  30,000  to  50,000  additional  vehicles.  Using  these  figures  would  lead 
to  higher  future  CO,  VOC,  NOx  emissions  than  those  projected  in  the  EIS. 

•  The  "emissions  gap"  problem  is  heightened  by  the  EIS's  neglect  of  emissions  outside 
of  1-95  /128  and  aircraft  emissions  at  altitudes  greater  than  3000  feet. 
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Summary.  In  summary,  this  report  finds  that  Massport's  EIS  fails  to  acknowledge  that  a 
new  runway  will  act  to  stimulate  new  growth  and  allow  for  expansion  and  is  deficient  in 
its  assessment  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  Logan  expansion. 

In  simple  tehns,  neither  the  EIS,  the  runway  proposal,  nor  Massport's  vision  for  Logan 
Airport  future  is  respectfiil  of  real  world  limits  ~  limits  that  involve  the  people  who  live  in 
area  and  that  involve  the  environment.  Massachusetts  has  been  designated  as  a  "serious" 
non-attainment  zone  for  ozone.  The  airport  already  imposes  a  burden  of  fine  particulates 
and  hazardous  air  emissions  on  the  surrounding  area,  the  most  densely  populated  in  New 
England.  Massport  has  failed  to  demonstrate  that  increased  emissions  associated  with  its 
projected  expansion  will  not  adversely  affect  public  health  and  the  environment.  The 
evidence  presented  above  indicates  that  the  growth  projection  embraced  by  Massport  will 
have  a  serious  impact  on  community  health. 


Recommendations. 


The  State  of  Massachusetts  should  reject  the  current  EIS  as  deficient.  Massport  and 
state  authorities  should  replace  the  current  Logan  expansion  plan  with  a  regional 
transportation  based  on  energy-efficient  inter-city  rail  and  improvement  of  the  many 
other  New  England  airports. 


Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  should  ensure  that  EIS  fully 
address  significant  environmental  problems. 
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The  state  should  initiate  a  true  stakeholder  involvement  process  to  initiate  the  planning      ]  ]  ^ 
process  for  a  regional  transportation  plan.  Representatives  of  airport  communities, 
environmentalists,  rail  and  mass  transit  representatives  and  their  experts  should  be 
involved  in  the  process. 
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1.0  Introduction.  Logan  Airport  has  been  ranked  as  the  Nation's  12th  largest  airport 
with  a  current  annual  use  rate  of  approximately  29  million  passengers. '   Logan  is  also  the 
largest  generator  of  motor  vehicle  traffic  in  New  England.^  The  air  and  auto  traffic 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  imposes  a  variety  of  environmental  stress  factors  ~ 
including  noise  and  air  pollution  —  on  people  living  in  one  of  the  most  densely  populated 
regions  of  Massachusetts  and  the  Nation.  (See  Fig.  1). 

This  report  focuses  on  the  air  pollution  impacts  of  increased  use  of  Logan  Airport.  The 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  Airside  Improvements  Planning  (February 
1999)  forecasts  that  growth  in  Logan  use  over  the  next  decade  will  cause  emissions  of 
oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  and  particulate  matter  (PMIO)  to  increase  substantially. 
According  to  the  EIS,  emissions  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOC's)  and  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  will  increase  if  the  higher  growth  rate  (to  45  million  passengers  in  the  year 
2010)  are  realized. 

The  EIS  clearly  shows  that  the  greater  the  expansion,  the  more  emissions.  Emissions  wall 
increase  because  the  shear  increase  in  aircraft  operations  and  vehicular  traffic  projected 
will  overwhelm  whatever  temporary  benefits  may  result  from  a  new  runway  and  other 
improvements.  Moreover,  many  of  the  air  pollution  impacts  associated  with  increased  use 
will  occur  in  some  of  the  most  densely  populated  regions  in  the  state.  (See  Fig.  1). 

Subsequent  sections  of  this  report  demonstrate  that  the  EIS  for  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  fails  to  (a)  fiilly  acknowledge  the  consequences  of  its  "airside  improvement 
plan"  on  air  quality  and  (b)  to  adequately  examine  the  health  and  environmentally-related 
impacts  of  the  increased  emissions  that  are  predicted  in  the  document. 

2.0  New  Runway  -  Impact  on  Emissions.  One  of  the  most  glaring  deficiencies  in  the 
EIS  is  that  it  fails  to  consider  the  impact  that  the  a  new  runway  will  have  on  growth- 
related  emission  trends.  The  EIS  takes  the  position  that  the  new  runway  and  other  "airside 
improvements"  are  simply  modifications  that  improve  efficiency.  Massport  makes  the  case 
that  at  some  given  level  of  passenger  use  (e.g.,  29  million),  the  new  runway  will  reduce 
aircraft  congestion,  idling  and  planes  in  holding  patterns,  improvements  that  should  work 
to  mitigate  emissions. 

However,  Massport' s  analysis  fails  to  consider  that  adding  a  new  runway  is  likely  to  create 
a  feedback  mechanism  that  will  in  turn  affect  the  airport's  rate  of  growth.  Although,  the 
new  runway  may  initially  improve  efficiency,  it  will  also  provide  an  opportunity  for 
expanded  use."^  The  new  runway,  is  analogous  to  the  highway  dilemma.  Traffic  planners 
add  lanes  to  relieve  congestion,  yet  fail  to  predict  that  they  ultimately  lead  to  more  bigger 
traffic  jams  in  the  fijture. 

The  EIS  report,  by  failing  to  use  an  iterative  growth  model,  presents  a  flawed  assessment 
of  the  true  impact  of  the  airside  improvements  over  time.  Without  considering  feedback  to 
growth.  Massport  cannot  back  its  assertion  that  "the  overall  impacts  associated  with  the 
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.:  Airside  Project  Alternatives  are  beneficial  or  will  remain  imperceptible"  from  an  air  quality 

standpoint."* 

In  fact,  common  sense  dictates  that  the  29%  to  55  %  increase  in  passenger  use  forecast  by 
Massport  for  the  next  decade  would  not  be  feasible  without  the  new  runway.  The  new 
runway  is  a  capacity  enhancement  that  will  promote  rather  than  manage  growth.  And  as 
Section  3.3  shows,  expansion  has  a  strong  impact  on  the  growth  of  emissions. 

3.0  Current  and  Projected  Emissions  for  Logan  Airport. 

3.1  Current  emissions.  Table  1  is  a  summary  of  1997  air  emissions  as  estimated  in  the 
Boston-Logan  International  Airport,  1997  Annual  Update.^  This  table  shows  estimated 
emission  rates  for  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx),  volatile  organic 
compounds  broken  down  by  sources  associated  with  the  airport.  (Particulate  matter  was 
not  included  in  the  GEIR  update.) 

This  table  shows  that  aircraft  emissions  are  the  largest  single  sources  of  emissions  at  the 
airport  and  contribute  more  than  80  %  of  NOx  emissions,  more  than  61  %  of  VOC 
emissions,  and  about  42%  of  the  CO  emissions  associated  with  the  airport. 

3. LI  Logan  Airport  as  a  major  emitter  in  the  greater-Boston  Area.  Logan  airport  is 
a  major  source  of  air  pollutant  emissions.  VOCs  and  NOx  are  particularly  important 
'  because  they  contribute  to  the  region's  serious  non-attainment  status  for  ground-level 

ozone.  (See  Section  4). 

Logan  Airport  emits  more  than  7  tons  per  day  of  NOx  which  is  approximately  7  percent  of 
the  anthropogenic  NOx  emissions  in  Suffolk  County.^ 

Logan  emits  more  than  3  tons  per  day  of  VOC's  which  represents  approximately  4  percent 
of  the  anthropogenic  VOC  emissions  from  Suffolk  County. 

Logan  Airport  has  NOx  emissions  comparable  to  emissions  from  the  state's  largest 
industrial  and  power  generating  plants. 

3.2  Certain  emissions  not  included  in  EIS  inventory.  A  problem  with  the  HIS  analysis 
is  that  certain  emissions  associated  with  the  use  of  Logan  Airport  are  not  considered  in  the 
assessment  of  environmental  impact.  Thus,  the  EIS  understates  the  full  impact  of  an 
expanding  Logan  Airport. 

Specifically,  the  analysis  does  not  include  aircraft  emissions  that  occur  at  altitudes  greater 
than  3000  feet.  As  shown  in  Sections  4-5  emissions  of  NOx  and  other  pollutants  aloft 
can  have  a  number  of  adverse  environmental  impacts.^  These  impacts  would  be  diminished 
with  a  shift  to  energy  efficient  passenger  trains. 
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•  The  emission  inventory  does  not  include  emissions  from  motor  vehicles  driving  to  and 
from  Logan  Airport  that  lie  beyond  I-95/Route  128.  • 

•  The  EIS  (Feb.  1999)  does  not  include  in  its  emissions  inventory  or  projections  certain 
critical  pollutants;  these  include  specific  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAP's)  and  PM2.5 
(the  smallest  particulates  with  diameters  less  than  2.5  microns).  As  shown  in  Sections  - 
6  and  7,  these  types  of  air  emissions,  omitted  in  the  Airside  Improvement  EIS,  are 
especially  significant  from  a  health  standpoint. 

3.3  Logan  Expansion  /  Emission  Trends. 

3.3.1  Use  Projections.  Massport's  EIS  projects  that  use  of  Logan  Airport  will  increase 
dramatically  in  the  coming  decade.  Massport  envisions  two  expansion  scenarios  for  the 
airport: 

•  Less  expansion:  passenger  use  grows  from  29  million  in  1999  to  37.5  million  in  2010. 

•  More  expansion:  passenger  use  grows  to  45  million  in  2010. 

The  projected  increase  in  passengers  over  the  next  decade  is  shown  on  Figure  2. 

3.3.2  Emissions  Trends.  Figures  3-a  through  3-d  show  Massport  (EIS)  projections  of 
Logan  emissions  assuming  that  the  airside  improvements  including  the  construction  of  a 
new  runway  take  place  in  1999.^° 

•  The  Massport  projections  clearly  show  a  significant  increase  in  emissions  for  all  of  the 
pollutants  (NOx,  VOCs,  CO  and  PMIO)  from  1999  to  2010  with  Massport's  upper 
projection  of  ^5  million  passengers.  The  projected  increase  for  NOx  is  46  %. 

•  For  the  37.5  million  passenger  2010  projection,  NOx  (26%  increase)  and  PMIO  (6  % 
increase).  For  CO  and  VOC  projected  emissions  decline  slightly. 

The  projected  increase  in  NOx  emissions  is  associated  with  projected  growth  in  aircraft 
operations  (and  ground-level  sources)  at  Logan  and  to  a  shift  towards  new  engines  with 
higher  NOx  emissions. 

3.3.3  New  Aircraft  Engines:  Less  noise,  more  NOx.  One  of  the  principal  measures 
being  touted  as  a  way  to  reduce  noise  will  ironically  work  to  increase  NOx  emissions.  As 
Massport  acknowledges  (EIS  6-73),  increased  NOx  emissions  are  "an  unavoidable 
consequence  of  phasing  in  quieter,  more  fuel  efficient  engines."  While  it  states  that 
manufacturers  are  researching  ways  to  reduce  NOx  emissions,  Massport  isn't  making  any 
promises. 
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4.0  The  Airport,  Smog  and  Ozone.  One  of  the  most  glaring  deficiencies  of  the  EIS  is  its 

failure  to  address  the  potential  impact  of  emission  trends    the  associated  airport 
expansion  will  affect  the  region's  serious  ground-level  ozone  problem. 

4.1  Background  on  photochemical  smog  and  ozone.  Box  1  describes  how  emissions  of 
hydrocarbons  and  NOx  react  in  the  presence  of  sunlight  to  form  a  host  of  secondary 
pollutants  known  collectively  as  "photochemical  smog."  The  Clean  Air  Act  regulates 
photochemical  smog  in  terms  of  the  concentration  of  ground-level  ozone.  Box  2 
summarizes  the  health  and  environmental  effects  of  ground-level  ozone. 

Note  that  ozone  is  a  regional  and  not  merely  local  problem;  emissions  from  the  airport  and 
aircraft  entering  the  region  to  use  the  airport  will  aflfect  neighborhoods  tens  of  miles  fi^om 
Logan.  (See  Box  1). 


BOX  1.  FORMATION  OF  PHOTOCHEMICAL  SMOG  /  GROUND-LEVEL  OZONE. 

Photochemistry.  Many  stationary  sources  (e.g.,  factories,  power  plants)  and  mobile 
sources  (aircraft,  motor  vehicles)  emit  hydrocarbons  (e.g.,  fuels  that  volatilize)  and 
oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx).  These  pollutants,  when  exposed  to  sunlight,  undergo  a  very 
complicated  chemistry.  The  products  of  the  chemistry  include  Irritating  gases  (e.g.,  N02 
and  ozone)  and  fine  particulates  that  contribute  to  summertime  haze  -  the  tell-tale  sign 
that  the  atmosphere  is  photochemically  active. 

•  Photo-chemical  smog,  including  ground-level  ozone,  is  primarily  a  warm-season 
phenomena.  The  atmosphere  reactions  are  hastened  by  sunlight  and  warmer 
temperatures. 

•  The  distribution  of  smog  is  complicated  by  the  fact  that  freshly  emitted  NOx  can 
scavenge  ozone  and  reduce  its  concentration  in  potent  source  regions.  However,  as  an 
urban  airmass  moves  downwind  the  ozone  levels  tend  to  increase  ~  with  highest  levels 
often  occurring  in  suburbs,  exhurbs  or  in  rural  areas  tens  of  miles  from  ubran  sources. 

Ozone  -  a  regional  problem.  The  levels  of  ozone  and  other  smog  constituents  are  the 
cumulative  product  of  a  myriad  of  stationary  and  mobile  sources.  In  fact,  highest 
levels  of  ozone  are  often  found  tens  of  miles  downwind  of  the  most  potent  urban 
source  regions;  this  occurs  because  the  precursor  pollutants  continue  to  react  and  form 
ozone  as  they  move  downwind  from  concentrated  source  regions. 
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BOX  2.  HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  OF  GROUND-LEVEL  OZONE 

Ozone  acts  as  a  powerful  respiratory  irritant  at  levels  found  in  Massachusetts  during 
the  summer.  Exposure  to  ozone  may  lead  to  shortness  of  breath,  wheezing  and 
coughing,  and  chest  pain. 

Long-term,  repeated  exposure  to  elevated  levels  of  ozone  may  lead  to  large 
reduction  in  lung  function,  inflammation  of  lung  lining  and  increased  respiratory 
discomfort. 

According  to  EPA  several  groups  of  people  who  are  at  particular  risk  from  high  ozone 
levels: 

•  people  with  pre-existing  respiratory  disease  (e.g.  asthma,  chronic  bronchitis, 
emphysema) 

•  individuals  who  exercise  outdoors 

•  people  who  have  a  particular  sensitivity  to  ozone. 

Children.  According  to  the  American  Lung  Association,  children  are  particulariy 
vulnerable  to  elevated  ozone. 

•  They  spend  more  time  engaged  in  vigorous  outdoor  activity  and  have  higher 
breathing  rates 

•  They  have  narrower  airways  than  do  adults  and  can  experience  serious 
obstructions. 

•  Air  pollution  including  ozone,  can  result  in  more  frequent  respiratory  infections  in 
childhood  and  increased  risk  of  reduced  lung  function  later  in  life. 

Source:  American  Lung  Association,  1996,  Health  Effects  of  Outdoor  Air  Pollution. 

Farms,  Ecosystems,  Materials.  Ozone  harms  crops  and  natural  vegetation  more 
than  any  other  air  pollutant.*  The  crop  loss  in  the  U.S.  from  ozone  has  been  estimated 
at  several  billion  dollars."  Ozone  also  causes  widespread  damage  to  a  variety  of 
materials  including  paints,  and  rubber. 

Sources:  "US  EPA.  Air  Quality  Criteria  for  Ozone  and  other  Photochemical  Oxidants,  Vol.  3. 
"US  EPA.  Air  Quality  and  Emissions  Trends,  1993,  p.  9. 
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4.2  Logan  and  Ozone.  The  EIS's  paucity  of  analysis  of  the  connection  between  Logan 
Airport  on  ozone  is  especially  significant  given  that: 

•  Aircraft,  airports,  and  the  motor  vehicle  traffic  they  attract  are  major  sources  of 
hydrocarbons  and  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx).  both  are  essential  ingredients 
(precursors)  for  the  formation  of  photochemical  smog. 

•  All  of  Massachusetts  has  been  designated  by  U.S.  as  being  non-attainment  areas  for 
ozone.  More  than  5.5  million  people  live  in  the  Boston-Lawrence-Worster  area  is 
(Eastern  Massachusetts)  characterized  by  EPA  as  a  "serious"  non-attainment  zone. ' ' 

•  MADEP  evidence  shows  that  a  larger  number  of  areas  and  people  are  incorporated  in 
the  area  in  which  the  new  more  protective  ozone  standard  (state  standard)  is  exceeded 
Thus,  additional  precursor  reductions  may  be  needed  to  fully  protect  public  health. 

•  Elevated  ground-level  ozone  concentrations  cause  respiratory  impairment  and  illness 
especially  in  children  and  people  with  chronic  respiratory  conditions  such  as  asthma 
and  bronchitis  (See  Box  2). 

•  Massport  projects  a  26%  to  46  %  increase  in  Logan  Airport  NOx  smog  precursors  by 
the  year  2010.  (See  Section  2.0) 

•  The  EIS  contains  evidence  indicating  that  the  particular  class  of  volatile  organic 
compounds  that  contribute  to  smog  and  ozone  formation  will  increase  due  to  airport 
expansion.. The  EIS  (Tables  also  shows  a  6%  to  29  %  increase  in  modeled 
concentrations  for  those  hydrocarbons  which  are  photochemically  active  (described  as 
ozone  indicator  VOC's  in  the  EIS). 

The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  (MADEP)  has  raised 
concerns  about  Logan  Airport's  projected  increases  in  ozone  precursors  given  the  state's 
region's  serious  non-attainment  status  for  ozone.  A  MADE?  environmental  review  stated 
the  following 

"  ...In  1995,  Massachusetts  capped  NOx  emissions  at  35%  of  the  1990  levels  from 
sources  greater  than  15  MW  or  250  mmBtu/hr  heat  input.  A  comparison  of  Logan 
NOx  emissions  projected  for  1999  indicates  that  Logan's  NOx  emissions  are 
comparable  to  some  to  the  larger  sources  included  in  the  Massachusetts  NOx 
Allowance  Program.  In  fact,  Logan  would  rank  sixth  after  the  largest  utility  units  in  a 
list  of  38  applicable  units." 

In  its  December  1997  Certificate  on  the  Generic  Environmental  Impact  Report,  MADEP 
recommended  the  development  of  air  emissions  caps  and/or  an  emissions  offset 
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4.3  Massport's  side-steps  the  ozone  issue.  Massport's  February  1999  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  says  almost  nothing  about  the  impact  of  Logan  emissions  on  ozone. 
With  a  single  paragraph  it  waves  away  all  regulatory  concerns: 

"Based  on  the  results  of  the  emission  inventories  and  the  dispersion  modeling,  the 
following  findings  on  the  effects  of  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  are  evident:  (1) 
there  are  no  predicted  violations  of  any  State  and  Federal  standards  or  guidelines 
under  any  future  scenarios  or  alternatives;  and  (2)  the  overall  impacts  associated  with 
the  Airside  Project  Alternatives  are  beneficial  or  will  remain  imperceptible."  (p.  6-84) 

The  modeling  technique  used  in  the  EIS  does  not  incorporate  atmospheric  chemistry  and 
makes  no  estimates  of  the  impact  of  precursor  emissions  on  ozone.  The  indirect  measure 
used,  "ozone  indicator  VOC's"  (projected  to  increase  in  the  future)  is  not  directly 
comparable  to  the  ozone  standard.  Thus,  the  EIS  is  deficient  with  regard  to  Logan  Airport 
expansion  on  ozone  concentrations;  on  its  health  impacts;  or  on  its  impact  on  attairmient 
efforts.  In  addition,  the  model  (see  EIS  p.  5-56)  is  limited  to  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
airport.  In  contrast,  the  maximum  impact  of  precursor  emissions  on  ozone  is  likely  to  be 
located  many  miles  or  tens  of  miles  downwind  from  a  source.  That  is  why  EPA 
recommends  the  use  of  urban  airshed  and  regional  models  that  incorporate  both  chemistry 
and  transport. 

The  report  also  fails  to  assess  how  the  increases  in  NOx  projected  for  Logan  Airport  vAW 
affect  the  state's  ability  to  meet  the  new  and  stricter  8-hour  average  standard  of  0.08  ppm. 
The  new  standard,  not  mentioned  in  the  EIS,  will  go  into  effect  in  the  year  2000.  Air 
monitoring  data  collected  by  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
indicates  that  using  the  new  standard  places  a  much  higher  portion  of  the  state's 
monitoring  locations,  counties  and  people  in  exceedance  areas. 

Massport  has  dismissed  MADEP's  recommendation  for  emission  caps.  It  argues  that  such 
caps  would  not  be  enforceable  "since  the  largest  single  source  of  air  emissions,  aircraft, 
are  beyond  Massport's  control  and  most  other  sources  such  as  tenant  vehicles  and 
activities  are  subject  to  only  indirect  influence  by  Massport."  (Ref  Boston-Logan 
International  Airport,  1997  Annual  Update  (EOEA  #3247/5146),  August  1998  ~ 
Response  to  comment:  CI 8.) 

Although  Massport  has  taken  some  steps  to  curtail  non-aircraft  emissions  (e.g.,  a  limited 
alternative  fuel  vehicle  program),  it  has  essentially  embraced  a  future  that  embraces  future 
growth  that  it  acknowledges  will  result  in  significant  increases  in  ozone  precursors  and 
other  emissions. 


5.0  The  additional  impacts  of  increased  NOi  emissions.  Despite  its  projections  for 

substantial  increases  in  NOx  emissions  over  the  next  decade,  the  EIS  fails  to  address  a         117  00 

number  a  critical  issues  associated  with  NOx.  These  are  described  below.  I  I  I  .LU 
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•  NOx  is  an  important  precursor  to  acid  rain.  Acid  rain  affects  both  terrestrial  and 
aquatic  ecosystems,  e.g.,  acidification  of  waters,  reduction  in  fish  populations,  damage 
to  forests  and  wildlife,  and  damage  to  soils,  materials,  monuments  and  buildings.''* 

•  NOx  emissions  to  the  atmosphere  are  an  important  source  of  nitrate  deposition  to 
coastal  waters.  Nitrate  deposition  contributes  to  the  over-fertilization  or  nitrification  of 
bays  and  estuaries;  this  in  turn  contributes  to  algae  blooms  that  can  choke  off  aquatic 
life  by  limiting  both  light  and  oxygen.'^ 

•  NOx  emissions  may  also  form  secondary  particulate  matter,'^  which  can  impact  the 
respiratory  system  (see  Section  6). 

6.0  Particulate  emissions.  As  stated  in  Section  3,  all  of  the  Massport  projections  show 
significant  increases  in  PMIO  emissions  (particulates  with  diameters  less  than  10  microns) 
between  1999  and  2010.  However,  the  EIS  all  but  neglects  to  discuss  the  significance  of 
increased  particulate  emissions.  Particularly  important  are  the  smallest  particulates,  those 
with  diameters  less  than  2.5  microns  (PM2.5).  Scientific  studies  over  the  past  decade 
indicate  that  this  smallest  class  of  particles  are  largely  responsible  for  the  most  serious 
health  effects  and  for  haze  which  restricts  visibility.  These  fine  particulates  penetrate  deep 
into  the  lungs  and  adverse  effects  include  lung  cancer,  asthma  attacks,  chronic  obstructive 
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pulmonary  disease  and  restricted  activity  due  to  illness.    PM2.5  has  especially  severe 
effects  on  children  with  asthma.    EPA  has  recogriized  the  importance  of  PM2.5  by 
adopting  new  particulate  standards  based  on  this  measurement. 

The  EIS  projects  that  PMIO  emissions  will  increase  by  as  much  as  29  %  over  the  next 
decade.  The  EIS  (p.  6-77)  acknowledges  that  aircraft  are  the  dominant  source  of 
particulate  emissions,  representing  roughly  90  percent  of  the  Logan  total  and  that 
"emissions  of  particulate  matter  are  expected  to  increase  in  future  years  in  connection  with 
the  forecasted  increase  in  aircraft  operations  at  Logan."  However,  the  EIS  falls  short  in  a 
number  of  ways: 

•  The  EIS  fails  to  present  evidence  on  the  particle  size  distribution  of  particles  emitted 
from  aircraft.  While  the  PM2.5  ambient  air  standard  is  not  yet  being  enforced,  the  EIS 
should  show  estimated  projections  for  emissions  of  these  particles  since  they  have  the 
most  devastating  impact  on  health. 

•  The  EIS  should  also  consider  how  this  particle  size  distribution  is  modified  as  it  moves 
through  the  urban  atmosphere.  Mathematical  models  of  particle  size  distribution  in 
urban  air  predict  that  the  mass  of  particles  in  the  range  of  0. 1  -  1.0  microns  should  be 
equal  to  the  mass  of  particles  in  the  1.0  -  10  rrJcron  range. If  this  is  the  case,  than  a 
major  portion  of  mass  of  PMIO  should  be  comprised  of  particles  in  the  PM2.5  range. 
This  is  important  because  modeled  and  measured  PMIO  annual  concentrations  in 
neighborhoods  close  to  the  airport  are  in  the  20-24  ug/m^  although  within  the  PMIO 
standard  exceeds  the  PM2.5  standard  of  15  ug/m^ .  Thus,  it  is  possible  that  residents  of 
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the  Logan  vicinity  are  breathing  air  that  is  unhealthy  with  regard  to  the  smallest  class 
of  particles.  The  EIS  needs  to  examine  this  possibility. 

•  The  EIS  is  also  deficient  in  that  it's  discussion  of  particulates  neglects  particulates 
formed  from  NOx  and  other  primary  emissions.  As  noted  previously,  NOx  emissions 
are  also  forecast  to  rise  with  increasing  aircraft  operations. 

7.0  Hazardous  air  emissions.  The  EIS  fails  to  consider  the  environmental  impact  of  non- 
criteria  contaminants,  including  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants  (HAPs),  including  benzene  an 
established  human  carcinogen.  One  cannot  make  an  adequate  assessment  of  the  health 
impact  of  these  chemicals  by  lumping  them  into  a  single  category  such  as  volatile  organic 
compounds  or  hydrocarbons.  Airports  are  a  major  source  of  benzene  emissions  in  urban 
areas  and  continued  expansion  may  lead  to  increased  emissions  of  these  hazardous  air 
pollutants  (the  EIS  shows  an  increase  in  total  VOC  emissions  for  the  45  million  scenario 
from  1999  to  2010). 

An  1993  EPA-sponsored  study  evaluated  cancer  risks  attributable  to  all  air  pollution 
sources  in  southwestern  Chicago.  The  study  found  that  aircraft  flying  in  and  out  of 
Midway  Airport  represent  a  substantial  source  of  particulate  matter  as  well  as  hazardous 
air  pollutants  such  as  benzene,  1, 3-butadiene,  and  formaldehyde.  The  study  found  that 
despite  Midway's  small  size  (handling  only  about  10  percent  of  Logan's  passenger 
volume)  it  emitted  far  greater  quantities  of  hazardous  air  pollutants  than  industrial  sources 

20 

within  the  1 6-square  mile  study  area. 

•  The  1 993  EPA  study  found  that  10.5  per  cent  of  the  cancer  cases  associated  with 
HAPs  were  attributed  aircraft  emissions.  This  number  does  not  include  additional 
contributions  associated  with  airport  vehicles  and  motor  vehicle  traffic  associated  with 
the  airport.  The  study  found  that  cars,  buses,  and  trucks  in  the  study  area  (not  all 
attributable  to  the  airport)  were  the  most  important  contributors  of  cancer-causing  air 
emissions  (25  percent  of  cancer  cases  associated  with  HAPs). 

•  The  authors  of  the  study  state:  "it  is  no  surprise  that  emissions  from  aircraft  engines 
may  have  significant  impact  on  people  living  in  the  study  area,  especially  to  people 
living  at  receptors  [locations]  adjacent  to  the  airport."  [Emphasis  added]. 

The  Logan  EIS  presents  no  information  on  hazardous  air  pollutants  and  their  potential 
impact  on  cancer  rates  in  surrounding  communities.  However,  Logan  is  a  much  bigger 
airport  than  Midway  and  may  be  reasonably  expected  to  have  larger  hazardous  air 
pollutant  emissions. 

8,0  Traffic  Congestion  and  Air  Emissions.  The  EIS  does  not  sufficiently  address  the 
impact  of  its  projected  expansion  rates  on  airport  traffic.  It  needs  to  present  an  analysis 
aimed  at  assessing  the  impact  of  increased  congestion  with  worst  as  well  as  best  case 
assumptions  on  measures  to  mitigate  auto  traffic  (public  transit  use,  HOV  lanes  etc.).  The 
shear  optimism  in  EIS's  forecast  is  shown  in  Table  4-4  of  the  Annual  Update  for  1997. 
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This  table  shows  a  29  percent  growth  in  passengers  using  the  airport  between  1999  and 
2010  (assuming  37.5  million  passengers  in  2010).  For  the  same  period  the  Update  shows 
only  a  12.3  percent  increase  in  the  rate  of  average  annual  weekday  traffic  (AWDT)  using 
the  airport. 

The  problem  is  that  Massport's  projections  are  at  odds  with  the  historical  relationships 
between  AWDT  and  passenger  levels.  Over  the  past  five  years,  the  rate  of  growth  of 
AWDT  has  been  nearly  twice  as  high  as  the  rate  of  growth  of  passengers.  The  EIS  fails  to 
explain  how  it  will  manage  to  reverse  the  historical  relationship.  Even  with  a  1 : 1  ratio  of 
AWDT  to  passenger  growth,  average  daily  traffic  volume  would  reach  nearly  130,000 
cars  by  2010  for  the  37.5  million  passengers  and  nearly  156,000  for  the  45  million 
passenger  scenario.  Whereas  Massport  projects  an  addition  of  about  12.000  cars  per  day 
over  the  next  decade,  recent  history  suggests  that  the  airport  and  roadways  will  have  to 
accommodate  fi-om  30,000  to  50,000  cars  or  higher.  This  indicates  that  Massport's 
projected  air  emissions  from  motor  vehicles  may  be  significantly  underestimated. 


9.0  Balanced  Regional  Transportation  Plan.  The  EIS  preferred  alternative  is  clearly  a 
capacity  enhancement  that  will  help  Massport  achieve  the  growth  rates  that  it  projects  as 
inevitable.  The  EIS  fails  to  develop  a  regional  transportation  plan  as  a  serious  alternative 
to  a  new  runway  and  continued  expansion.  Thus,  the  EIS  cannot  be  considered  to  be 
complete. 
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Logan  currently  handles  about  two-thirds  of  the  passenger  enplanements  in  New  England. 
The  impact  of  this  airport  on  the  environment,  public  health,  and  quality  of  life  is 
concentrated  on  the  most  densely  populated  area  of  New  England.  Expansion  can  only 
mean  greater  intrusion  in  the  future.  The  EIS  should  develop  a  preferred  regional 
transportation  plan  alternative  that  would  focus  on  expanding  the  use  of  energy  efficient 
inter-city  rail  would  promote  a  regionally  balanced  spread  of  airport  use.  This  plan  would 
be  specifically  designed  to  reduce  noise  and  pollution  levels  in  the  neighborhoods 
surrounding  Logan  Airport  in  the  next  decade. 
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ENDNOTES: 


In  a  1993  NRDC  survey,  Logan  was  ranked  number  12  in  terms  of  numbers  of  passengers. 

2 

Conservation  Law  Foundation,  Letter  to  Trudy  Coxe,  Nov.  24,  1997. 

^  Consultants  to  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  (CAC),  Review  Comments  on  Draft  Envirormiental 
Impact  Report  DEIS/DEIR,  for  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Feb.  1999.  According 
to  this  document:  the  construction  of  the  runway  may  not  increase  peak  hour  capacity,  but  will  provide 
controllers  with  the  opportunity  to  increase  throughput  by  using  higher-capacity  configurations  more  of 
the  time.  While  the  stated  purpose  of  the  new  runway  is  to  reduce  weather-related  delays,  the  new  runway 
would  also  increase  the  all-weather  capacity  of  the  airport.  Notably,  Massport's  has  not  included  in  its 
preferred  alternative  an  option  for  "peak  hour  pricing"  which  acts  to  manage  rather  than  to  invite  new 
capacity. 

^  EIS.Feb.  1999,  p.  6-84. 

^  Boston-Logan  International  Airport,  1997  Annual  Update  (E0EA#3 24/5 146),  August  1998. 

^  Suffolk  Co.  NOx  emissions:  Massachusetts  DEP,  1977,  Revised  base  year  emission  inventories.  Airport 
is  the  Low  29  M,  scenario  for  1999  in  the  EIS  (1999). 

^  SufiFolk  Co.  VOC  emissions:  Massachusetts  DEP,  1977,  Revised  base  year  emission  inventories.  Airport 
IS  the  Low  29  M,  scenario  for  1999  in  the  EIS  (1999). 
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Lipman,  S.  G.,  Department  of  Environmental  Protection's  consolidated  comments  on  Logan  Airport, 
Nov.  24,  1997. 
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The  NOx  emission  estimates  contained  in  GEIR  and  EIS  tend  to  underestimate  the  fiill  extent  of  NOx 
emissions  because  the  conventional  practices  is  to  include  only  those  aircraft  emissions  which  are  emitted 
at  ground-level  and  in  the  first  3,000  feet  of  take-offs  and  landings.  However,  NOx  emitted  at  higher 
levels  can  contribute  to  a  number  of  environmental  problems  including  regional  and  long-range  transport 
associated  with  multi-day  ozone  episodes,  acid  rain,  and  nitrate  deposition. 

'°  The  EIS  projects  two  emissions  scenarios  for  each  passenger  growth  projection  —  "high"  and  "low." 
The  low  projection  assumes  more  jets  and  larger  aircraft,  but  has  a  lower  number  of  flight  operation, 
relative  to  the  "high"  operations  scenarios.  In  the  following  section  we  used  the  "high"  operations 
scenario  to  track  emissions  levels. 

"  Ozone.  Carbon  Monoxide.  Particulate  Matter.  Sulfur  Dioxide.  Lead  Areas  Designated  Nonattainment. 
US.  EPA,  Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standards,  August  4,  1998. 

Lipman,  S.  G.,  Department  of  Environmental  Protection's  consolidated  comm.ents  on  Logan  Aiqport, 
Nov.  24.  1997. 

'"^  Coxe,  Trudy,  Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs,  on  the  GEIR  Report  Annual 
Update.  Dec.  1,  1997. 
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1996  POPULATION  DENSITY  BOSTON 
METROPOLITAN  AREA 


Persons  per  Square  Mile 

I  More  than  30,000 

I  From  10,000  to  30,000 
'  J  From  3,000  to  10,000 
From  1,000  to  3,000 
Fewer  than  1,000 

Total  Persons:  4,122,000 
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Figure  2 


The  2010  Fleet  Faecasts  were  Developed  for 
Two  Allemalive  Passenger  Volumes: 
37.5  Mi  Dion  and  45  Milion 
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Avg.  AnnuaJ  GrcAvth 


1980-1994  3.8% 
1994-2010  (37. 5M)  Z5% 
1994-2010  (45 M)  3.7% 


Other  Long -Temi  Forecasts 

U.S.  Transatlanlk: 

FAA  NaUonaJ  Forecast 

4.0% 

5.2% 

Boeing 

4.0% 

4.3% 

McOonneD  Douglas 

4.0% 

4.0% 

Source:  I>raft  Environmental  Impact  Statemcnt/Rqjort  (Vol  III),  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Project,  Feb.  1999 


Figure  3a 


Projected  NOx  Emissions  for  Logan  Airport 


NOx  Emisakjns  Inventory 
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NOx  EMISSIONS  INVENTORY 


Year  and 
Case: 

1999 
29M 
High 

2010 
37.5M 
High 

2010 
45M 
High 

Total:  (Metric 
Tons/year) 

2.290.7 

2.899.9 

3.344.9 

Note: 

AB  Totals  -ssociated  with  the  following  emissions  data  . 

On-Site  -  Includes  aircraft  sources,  ground  equipment,  onsite  motor  vehicles,  and  other 

miscenaneous  sources. 
Off-Site  -  Includes  airport-related  motor  vehicles  in  the  East  Boston  and  Regional  Study  Areas. 


Source:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  (Vol  1),  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Project, 
Feb.  1999 


Figure  3b 


Projected  PM10  Emissions  for  Logan  Airport 
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□  Total:  (Metric 
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PM10  EMISSIONS  INVENTORY 


Year  and 
Case: 

1999 
29M 
High 

2010 
37.5M 
High 

2010 
45M 
High 

Total:  (Metric 
Tons/year) 

106.2 

112.8 

125.9 

Note: 

All  Totals  associated  wrtn  the  follovving  emissions  data; 

On-Srte  -  Includes  aircraft  sources,  ground  equipment,  onsile  motor  vehicles,  and  other 
miscellaneous  sources. 

Off-Site  -  Includes  airport-related  motor  vehicles  in  the  East  Boston  and  Regional  Study  Areas. 

Source:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  (Vol  1).  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Project. 
Feb.  1999 


Figure  3c 


Projected  CO  Emissions  for  Logan  Airport 
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CO  EMISSIONS  INVENTORY 


Year  and 
Case: 

1999 
29M 

High 

2010 
37.5M 
High 

2010 
45M 
High 

Total:  (Metric 
Tons/year) 

6,053.2 

6,015.9 

6,781.3 

Note: 

All  Totals  associated  with  the  following  emissions  data: 

On-Site  -  Includes  aircraft  sources,  ground  equipment,  onsite  motor  vehicles,  and  other 

miscellaneous  sources. 
Off-Site  -  includes  airport-related  motor  vehicles  in  the  East  Boston  and  Regional  Study  Areas. 

Source:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  (Vol  1).  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Project. 
Feb.  1999 


Figure  3d 


Projected  VOC  Emissions  for  Logan  Airport 
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VOC  EMISSIONS  INVENTORY 


Year  and 
Case: 

1999 
29M 
High 

2010 
37.5M 
High 

2010 
45M 
High 

Total:  (Metric 
Tons/year) 

1,129.3 

1,057.8 

1,219.1 

Note: 

All  Totals  associated  with  the  following  emissions  data: 

On-Site  -  Includes  aircraft  sources,  ground  equipment,  onsile  motor  vehicles,  and  other 
miscellaneous  sources. 

Off-Stte  -  IrKludes  airport-related  motor  vehicles  in  the  East  Boston  and  Regional  Study  Areas. 

Source:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  (Vol  1).  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Project. 
Feb.  1999 


Table  1 


1997  Estimated  Emissions  (in  kg/day)  at  Logan  Airport 


Source  Categories:  CO  NOx  VOC 
Aircraft  Sources 

Air  carries  4,698  4,150  1,227 

Commuter  700  159  498 

Cargo  aircraft  514  262  207 

General  aviation  654  21  27 

Total  aircraft  sources  6,636  4,592  1,959 

Ground  Service  Equipment  6,098**  622**  530** 

Airport-Related  Motor  Vehicles 

Parking /cuibsidc  586  24  102 

On-airport  vehicles  1,283***  244***  205 

Total  motor  vehicle  sources  1,869  268  307 

Other  Sources 

Fuel  storage/handling  0  0  381 

Miscellaneous  $ourccs+  37  244          f  6 

Total  other  sources  37  244  387 

Total  airport  sources  14,640  5,726  3,183 


•  •  Includes  vehicles  converted  to  alternative  fuels 
•••  Includes  through  traflic  from  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel 
Note:  Particulate  (PMIO)  emissions  for  the  above  source  categories  were  not  provided  in 
the  Source  document. 


Source:  Boston-Login  International  Airport,  1997  Annual  Updile  (EOEA  ^^3247/5  1-46),  August  1998 


Lauri  Webster,  East  Boston 

"Sometimes  the  noise  is  so  bad  my  husband  and  I 
pack  the  house  and  leave,  just  because  we  can't 
take  the  noise  any  more.  It's  pathetic-I  can't  even 
stay  in  my  own  house. 

"The  blast  of  the  engines  crescendos  to  95  deci- 
bels every  90  seconds  as  each  plane  takes  off.  The  screeching  and  squeal- 
ing makes  me  clench  my  teeth.  Each  plane  thunders  down  the  runway, 
shaking  the  windows  of  the  house,  vibrating  china  in  the  closet  and  tilting 
pictures  on  the  wall. 

"The  noise  wakes  us  up  early  in  the  morning  and  pounds  away  while  we 
get  ready  for  work.  Every  night  it  destroys  the  peace  when  we  come  home 
from  a  long  day.  It  makes  me  irritable  and  I  snap  at  my  three  year  old. 
And  sometimes  this  noise  goes  on  for  days-sometimes  weeks-without  a 
break. 

"When  the  wind  changes  and  peace  returns  to  my  neighborhood,  it  is 
deUghtful.  Unfortunately,  I  know  that  the  planes  are  torturing  friends  in 
other  neighborhoods  and  surrounding  cities  and  towns. 

"The  smell  of  jet  fuel  smell  knows  no  boundaries  either.  It  hits  me  in  the 
face  the  second  the  train  doors  open  at  Orient  Heights  T  station,  and  fol- 
lows me  up  the  hill  as  I  walk  home.  I  can't  always  escape  it  once  I  get 
inside  either,  even  if  I  put  my  head  under  a  pillow. 

"I  wish  I  could  feel  good  about  this  airport  expansion  project,  but  I  do  not. 
I  beUeve  that  air  travel  is  still  in  its  infancy,  and  that  everything  about  it  is 
going  to  get  bigger  and  faster,  and  there  is  going  to  be  more  of  it.  It  seems 
like  we  ought  to  be  defining  some  boundaries  and  setting  some  limits,  like 
a  parent  does  for  a  child.  One  region  can  only  take  so  much." 

Devi  Abbey,  Roxbury 

"The  sleep  deprivation  is  terrible.  There  are  times  when  I  have  five  con- 
secutive days  of  planes  over  my  house,  going  as  late  as  two  or  three  a.m. 
and  starting  as  early  as  six  in  the  morning.  After  five  days  of  that  you  feel 
like  you're  in  a  war  zone.  They're  turning  Boston  into  Baghdad." 


Martha  Merson,  Jamaica  Plain 

"My  neighborhood  has  an  active  Crime 
Watch.  We  have  organized  to  get  rid  of  a 
drug  problem,  and  if  we  had  a  truck  load  of 
garbage  delivered  to  our  street,  we  would 
find  a  way  to  clean  that  up  too.  But  the  kind 
of  pollution  Massport  is  planning  to  direct 
our  way  can't  be  contained.  It  has  to  be 
stopped  before  it  starts. 

"The  people  of  Boston  have  done  so  much 
work  to  make  our  neighborhoods  livable;  we 
don't  need  Massport  to  turn  them  into  a  war 
zone." 


Alan  Wright,  Roslindale 

"I  Hve  next  to  the  Arnold  Arboretum,  a  sanc- 
tuary in  the  city.  Noisy  fUghts  coming  off  Runway  27  make  it  unbearable  11734 
already.  Runway  14/ 23  will  triple  the  overflights  and  ruin  the  Arboretum 
for  all  our  citizens.  Massport  should  restrict  or  ban  older  jets,  in  addition  to 
developing  a  quality  of  life  master  plan  for  the  region.  " 


Barbara  Flavin,  Winthrop 

"Honestly,  my  dream  is  just  to  be  able  to  go  to  bed  early,  sleep  through  the 
night,  and  wake  up  late.  Due  to  Logan  Airport  and  the  planes,  I  am 
unable  to  do  that." 


Rebecca  Swope,  Chelsea 

"I'm  a  first-time  homebuyer.  I've  lived  in 
Chelsea  aU  my  life  and  finally  got  the  money 
for  a  home  on  Tudor  Street.  I'm  doing  it  all 
over,  but  now  in  my  new  house  I  get  woken 
up  at  two  or  three  in  the  morning.  I  can't  get 
any  sleep  at  night! 

"I  fall  asleep  during  the  day.  It's  been  so  bad 
that  I'm  thinking  about  moving  out  of  my 
own  home.  I  never  had  tension  headaches 
before,  but  I  do  now-all  thanks  to  Massport." 


Ian  McGlocklin,  Brookline 

"Pollution  is  becoming  an  increasing- 
ly vital  issue  for  people's  health      . .  _ 
today.  More  runways  mean  more   I  I  • 
plane  traffic  which  means  more  pol- 
lution and  greater  environmental 
damage.  When  will  it  stop?  It  should 
now!" 

Brian  Monk,  Back  Bay 

"I'm  a  college  student  and  can  only 
afford  cheap  housing.  Because  of 
this,  my  apartment  walls  are  very 
thin  and  I  hear  the  "T'  and  the  airport  noise  all  night  long,  so  it's  difficult 
to  sleep." 


Dave  Prusky,  Chelsea 

"I'm  over  60  and  retired.  I'd  like  to  live  out  my  life  in  peace  and  quiet, 
but  Massport's  got  different  plans.  The  planes  are  so  low  over  my  house 
that  if  I  were  to  throw  a  rock,  I  could  hit  one.  I'm  already  partially  deaf  in 
my  right  ear,  and  I  attribute  this  to  having  airplanes  overhead  aU  the 
time. 

"In  my  neighborhood,  we  get  a  lot  of  small  plane  noise.  Why  is  it  that  I 
have  to  pay  for  an  HOV  lane  on  the  Southeast  Expressway  that  I  can't    4  4 
use,  but  Massport  says  it  can't  limit  puddle  jumpers'  access  to  Logan? 
Why  not  an  "HOV  airport?" 


Tom  Briand,  East  Boston 

"My  family  has  lived  in  East  Boston  longer  than 
the  airport  has  been  here:  over  one  hundred 
years.  We  live  in  the  city-and  we  love  the  living 
in  the  city-so  we  expect  some  noise  and  traffic. 
But  the  growth  of  Logan  is  swallowing  up  a 
community  that  has  already  suffered  too  much 
from  Logan's  expansion.  This  is  our  community. 
This  is  our  neighborhood.  This  is  where  we  want  to  raise  our  kids. 
Enough  is  just  enough." 


Davida  Andelman,  Dorchester 

"Over  the  last  year  or  so,  I've  noticed  that  the  noise  from  Logan  over 
Dorchester  has  gotten  dramatically  worse:  early  in  the  morning,  early  in 
the  evening  and  late  at  night.  It  disturbs  me  when  I'm  listening  to  the  six 
o'clock  news,  when  I'm  trying  to  go  to  sleep,  and  in  the  morning  when  I 
might  want  to  sleep  later.  This  interferes  with  my  quality  of  life. 

"This  is  the  one  issue  that  can  unify  all  of  Boston's  neighborhoods.  I  go  to 
a  ton  of  community  groups  and  meetings,  and  I  haven't  heard  one  person 
say  they  think  Logan  needs  another  runway." 


Robert  Massa,  Winthrop 

"We've  lived  in  the  same  house  for  32  years,  and  during  that  time  we've 
had  two  dogs  that  have  spent  most  of  their  time  outside  in  our  yard.  The 
first  one  went  deaf  at  age  twelve,  and  now  our  current  dog  is  deaf  also.  If 
the  noise  did  that  to  our  pets,  what's  it  doing  to  us?" 


Richard  Salini,  East  Boston 

"One  of  Massport's  contractors  wanted  to  dump  a 
load  of  contaminated  dirt  on  the  park  near  my 
house.  It's  a  great  park.  I  said,  you  are  not  putting 
that  dirt  on  our  park.  They  said,  yes  we  are. 
Massport  would  have  allowed  it  to  happen  too,  if 
our  community  meeting  hadn't  stopped  them. 


117.37 


"Why  does  Massport  calculate  the  value  of  passengers'  time  lost  to  delays, 
but  ignore  the  economic  costs  Logan  imposes  every  day  on  its  neighbors? 
Every  time  I  drive,  I  hit  traffic  associated  with  the  airport,  wasting  gas, 
and  the  aircraft  exhaust  that  covers  my  car  forces  me  to  get  my  car 
washed  constantly.  At  home,  I  have  to  keep  my  windows  closed  year- 
round,  requiring  me  to  keep  the  air  conditioning  running  all  summer  long. 
These  add  up  to  hundreds  of  dollars  a  year  in  extra  costs  due  to  the  air- 
port that  I  must  pay  out  of  my  own  pocket." 


Ignacio  Ochoa,  East  Boston 

"I  moved  from  Guatemala  to  East  Boston  five  years  ago.  I  like  East  Boston 
because  it  is  a  friendly,  safe,  ethnically  diverse  and  affordable  community  that  is 
very  convenient  to  downtown.  My  wife  and  I  bought  a  house  on  Eagle  Hill  and 
have  worked  very  hard  to  renovate  it.  As  soon  as  we  moved  in  we  realized  that 
it  is  under  the  flight  path  of  Runway  33. 

"Planes  wake  us  up  at  6  a.m.  and  fly  continuously  (a  plane  every  1  to  3  minutes) 

all  day  and  into  the  night-often  past  one  in  the 
morning.  Besides  the  planes  that  fly  over  us  we 
hear  the  constant  ground  noise  of  planes  preparing 
to  take  off  and  land.  The  planes  line  up  one  after 
the  next  and  the  background  roar  never  stops. 

"My  wife  called  the  Massport  soundproofing  pro- 
gram and  they  sent  us  a  blurry  map  with  no  street 
names  and  a  letter  telling  us  that  we  did  not  quali- 
fy for  sound  proofing.  Massport  says  our  home 
lies  four  houses  away  from  the  noise  contour  lines 
which  Massport  presentiy  utilizes. 

"Because  of,  Logan,  East  Boston's  air  quality  violates  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act 
and  we  have  some  of  the  highest  rates  of  respiratory  infections  in  the  state.  How 
can  Massport  advocate  building  a  runway  that  will  triple  the  amount  of  planes 
going  over  our  home?  Regional  planning-not  runway  expansion-should  be 
implemented  immediately.  What  is  Massport's  plan  to  help  abutters  live  with 
the  present  noise  and  contamination? 

"In  Guatemala,  human  rights  abuses  are  common.  Development  projects  with 
undesirable  impacts-garbage  dumps,  toxic  waste  sites  and  highways-are  always 
built  next  to  working  class  communities.  In  Guatemala,  if  we  speak  out  against 
ur\fair  policies  and  development  projects  we  risk  imprisonment  or  death.  But 
justice  is  supposed  to  prevail  in  the  United  States,  even  when  the  interests  of 
working-class  and  minority  people  conflict  with  the  profit  interests  of  big  busi- 
nesses. For  this  reason,  I  am  a  member  of  Conmiunities  Against  Runway 
Expansion  (CARE),  and  am  speaking  out  in  the  hope  that  Runway  14/32  wiU 
never  be  built." 


Lolly  Lincoln,  Cambridge 

"I  live  in  Cambridgeport  and  now  that  I'm  home  with  my  kids  I'm  really 
aware  of  the  airport,  because  we  get  a  lot  of  small  planes  with  really  loud 
engines.  My  one  year  old  son's  bedroom  is  under  the  eaves,  and  the  noise 
has  woken  him  up  many  times.  On  nights  when  the  wind  is  from  the  east,  1 
hear  them  one  after  another.  Some  days  it's  relentless,  and  even  the  china 
cabinet  shakes. 

"I'm  also  concerned  about  the  air  pollution  from  the  planes  overhead.  Is 
anyone  thinking  about  the  effects  of  that?"  1 


Pauline  Collins,  Hull 

"I  live  on  a  hill  in  Hull  and  can  see  the  planes  going  by 
my  windows.  My  whole  house  shakes.  I  oppose  the  pol- 
lution-noise and  chemical-that  Logan  currently  generates, 
so  we  certainly  don't  need  more  runways  at  the  airport. 
We  need  a  regional  plan  to  save  the  neighborhoods 
around  Boston  Harbor." 


Art  Flavin,  Winthrop 

"Now  that  I'm  retired,  I  should  be  able  to  choose  when  I'm  going  to  work 
and  when  I'm  going  to  rest.  However,  Logan  airport  makes  sure  that  I 
wake  up  by  6:30  in  the  morning  and  that  I  not  go  to  sleep  before  11:30  at 
night.  Naps  are  out  of  the  question.  But  according  to  Massport,  the  neigh- 
borhood should  be  serene  because  the  so-called  average  noise  level  is  weU 
within  their  limits. 

"Last  spring,  we  had  a  meeting  last  spring  with  Massport  and  FAA  to  dis- 
cuss quality  of  life  issues  and  we  couldn't  hear  ourselves  speak.  Winthrop 
town  haU  is  a  brick  and  granite  building  but  it  was  a  hot  night  and  we  had 
the  door  open.  It  was  either  leave  the  door  open  and  be  drowned  out  by 
the  airplane  noise,  or  have  our  meeting  but  roast  in  the  heat. 

"In  theory,  rriy  own  house  isn't  supposed  to  be  under  any  flight  path,  but 
when  the  wind  is  blowing  a  certain  way,  I  can't  even  use  my  front  porch." 


Madeleine  Steczynski,  East  Boston 

"I  have  lived  in  East  Boston  for  eight  years.  In 
my  time  here  I  have  learned  what  incredible 
struggles  the  residents  of  this  neighborhood  have 
had  to  go  through.  My  opposition  to  the  runway 
is  based  on  two  facts: 

"Planes  flying  over  my  house  at  night  have  been 
so  loud  that  I  awake  and  think  we  are  at  war.  Car 
alarms  throughout  the  entire  neighborhood  have 
been  set  off. 

"Also,  I  work  with  the  kids  of  East  Boston.  They 
deserve  a  better  future!" 


Mary  Thawley,  South  End 

"Sixty  thousand  jets  over  the  South  End  are  going  to 
cause  air  pollution  and  if  they  want  to  fly  any  lower, 
there'll  be  no  quality  of  life.  You'll  be  able  to  grasp  the 
wing  and  hitch  a  ride." 


Vn  M  il'' 
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Gregory  Curci,  Winthrop 

"Eight  years  ago  when  I  moved  into  my  house  in  Winthrop,  I  could  hear 
the  airport,  but  now  with  the  increase  in  air  travel  I  can  also  smell  the  jet 
fuel,  and  tires  burning  from  the  landings.  I'm  not  supposed  to  be  under 
any  flight  path,  but  there  are  times  when  I  see  three  planes  crossing 
simultaneously  over  my  house  at  different  altitudes. 

"I'm  also  starting  to  get  smoke  from  the  airport  which  hadn't  happened 
before.  So  my  home  is  no  longer  safe  from  the  impact  of  the  Logan." 


Susan  Horn,  East  Boston 

"My  sister  has  asthma,  my  mother  has  asthma.     1 1 7  45 
Now  I  have  asthma.  It  makes  you  wonder  that  of 
a  family  who  grew  up  in  the  same  house  near  the 
airport,  at  least  three  of  us  have  gotten  asthma." 


Bobbie  Horn,  East  Boston 

'Tve  lived  in  this  house  almost  my  entire  life.  This 
is  a  nice  place  to  live-except  for  the  airport.  We 
have  soundproofing  but  it  doesn't  really  improve 
your  quality  of  life;  it  just  takes  the  edge  off.  And 
already  we've  had  to  replace  more  than  a  dozen  of 
those  windows  that  have  broken.  The  noise  is  so 
bad  that  the  day  before  I  had  a  party  for  my  daugh- 
ter, I  was  actually  hoping  it  would  be  cold  so 
there'd  be  a  reason  to  keep  the  windows  closed. 

"Sometimes  the  planes  come  in  so  low  they  clip  the  treetops.  The  worst 
was  a  day  several  years  ago  when  they  brought  the  planes  in  just  barely 
skimming  over  our  roofs.  It  was  so  frightening  that  everybody  around 
here  ran  out  of  their  houses.  " 


Arthur  Horn,  East  Boston 

"My  big  problem  with  Massport  is  their 
credibility.  They  tell  you  one  thing,  then  they 
try  to  do  another.  They  bend  the  rules  when 
they  need  to,  and  obey  them  only  when  it's 
convenient.  So  when  Massport  tells  people 
in  the  Bayswater  Street  area  that  14/32  will 
cut  the  traffic  over  us,  it  may-for  a  brief  a 
time.  But  as  soon  as  air  traffic  grows  enough, 
they'll  send  the  planes  back  to  us,  and  at 
even  higher  levels." 
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SUMMARY  OF  MASSPORT'S  AIRSIDE 
IMPROVEMENT  PLANNING  PROJECT 


The  Draft  Environmental  Impaa  Statement  and  Draft  Environmental  Impart  Report  (Draft 
EIS/EIR)  considers  the  impart  of  five  options  on  flight-delay  redurtion  and  weighs  the 
environmental  impart  of  each.  The  proposed  schemes,  called  actions  in  draft  report,  comprise: 

•  Constructing  and  operating  a  5,000-foot  unidirectional  runway  (14/32)  located  at  the 
southwestern  edge  of  the  airport  for  use  over  the  water  only.  The  runway  length  was  selerted 
over  a  4,500-foot  length  in  order  to  accommodate  a  greater  proportion  of  the 
regional/commuter  carrier  fleet  and  therefore  more  effective  in  reducing  delay  (1:3-1). 

•  Gsnstructing  and  operating  a  9,300-foot  Centerfleld  Taxiway  between  runway  4L/22R  and 
4R/22L. 

•  Reconfiguring,  improving,  realigning  and  extending  other  Taxiways 

•  Reducing  approach  minimums  on  some  runways  (15R,  22L,  27  and  33L)  by  providing  precision 
approach  guidance  to  a  point  closer  to  runway  touchdown.  This  will  reduce  delays  and  enhance 
operational  safety. 

•  Peak  Penod  Pricing  or  landing  fee  surcharges  imposed  on  earners  during  peak  flight  activity 
levels  and  as  a  result  of  airline  over-scheduling. 

The  planned  projert  was  picked  from  a  list  of  5  options  or  alternatives  (I:ES-16  -  Table  1). 


TABLE  1  -  SELECTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTIONS  AND  DELAY  REDUCTION 


Akcniativc 

Proposed  Action 

Percent  Reduction 
of  Delay  for  Year 

2010  per 
37.5M  Passengers 
(Low  Fleet) 

Percent  Reduction 
of  Delays  for  Year 

2010  per 
37.5M  Passengers . 
(High  Fleet ) 

Status 

1 

AH  actions 

-34.1% 

-53.6% 

Rejerted 

lA 

All  actions  without 
Peak  Period  Pricing 

-29.9% 

-31.3% 

Accepted 

2 

All  actions  without 
14/32 

-14.1% 

-42.7% 

Rejerted 

3 

All  actions 
(operational  and 
administrative)  but 
no  build 

-10.3% 

-41.3% 

Rejerted 

4 

No  actions  -  allows 
routine  maintenance 
and  annual  minor 
improvements 

Rejerted 

•  Based  on  table  4.5-2  Q:4-30)  and  bar  graph  figure  ES-4  (I:ES-19). 


Peak  Period  Pricing  was  not  considered  since  current  flight  activity  levels  and  over-scheduling  do  not 
exceed  current  airfield  capacity  (1:3-39). 
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Construction  traffic  during  the  2000-2004  period  will  generate  a  daily  average  of  129  (ES:ES-27) 
truck  round  trips  (range  58-580/day).  Routes  lA  and  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  will  be  used  as  the 
major  gateways.  Certain  designated  routes  on  State  highways  would  "mmimize  the  impact  on  local 
streets"  (I:ES-29). 

Runway  14/32  would  be  permitted  to  operate  as  a  unidireaional  runway  with  all  arrivals  and 
departures  occurring  over  B  jston  Harbor.  As  a  result  15%  of  total  airport  operations  would  shift 
from  flight  paths  over  communities  to  flight  paths  over  the  water  Q:ES-4).  Upon  completion,  the 
projea  will  reduce  impacts  for  the  most  severely  noise-affeaed  communities  in  East  Boston,  Revere 
andWinthrop  Q:ES-30). 
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SUMMARY  OF  PROJECT  ENVIRONMENTAL  DATA 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Projea  (EOEA  #10458)  looked  at  2  areas: 

•  Addressing  Logan's  delay  problem 

•  Enhancing  safety 

The  two  plans  will  be  achieved  with  minimal  environmental  impaa  QiES-S  -  Table  2). 


TABLE  2  -  SUMMARY  OF  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  'S  ENVIRONMENTAL  MPACT  AND  MTTIGATION 


ISSUE 

DR/\FT  EIS/EIR  STATEMENT 

Noise 

1.  14/32  will  provide  more  equitable  noise  distribution  and  mitigation 
measures  to  most  affeaed  communities. 

2.  Communities  at  65  decibels  will  experience  a  noise  increase  of  2%. 
Soundproofing  will  be  provided. 

3.  Proposed  plan  will  not  affect  nomial  activity  or  aesthetic  value  of  a  public 
park,  refuge  or  historic  sites. 

4.  I  he  1  axiway  system  will  reduce  ground  noise. 

Air  Quality/ Odors 

1.  Air  quality  will  improve  due  to  14/32  added  shorter  delay  periods,  and  the 
Taxiway  system. 

2.  Ambient  levels  of  Carbon  Monoxide,  Nitrogen  Dioxide,  and  volatile 
Oi^anic  Compounds  are  expeaed  to  be  well  within  the  air  quality 
standards  and  are  below  of  all  considered  altematives. 

Terrestrial 
Vegetation  and 
Wndlife  Habitat 

The  runway  and  taxiway  constructions  will  result  in  the  total  loss  of  39.4  acres 
of  vegetation,  leaving  behind  a  total  of  440  acres.  See  also  Table  5.4-1  Q:5-60) 
for  a  list  of  avian  species  within  the  Logan  airfield. 

Endangered  and 
Threatened  Species 
of  Flora  and  Fauna 

The  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  between  runways  4L/22R  and 
4R/22L  will  result  in  loss  of  upland  sandpiper  (Bartramia  longicauda)  habitat. 
A  plan  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species 
Program  (NHESP)  will  mitigate  this  impaa. 

Soils 

The  reportable  concentrations  of  Si  and  S2  soil  categories  were  exceeded  in 
some  of  the  soil  samples  for  arsenic,  lead,  and  two  polynuclear  aromatic 
hydrocarbon  compounds  (1:5-71  and  Table  5.6-1  - 1:5-72) 

Water  Quality 

Class  SB  water  quality  standards  are  being  met  under  average  conditions 
(Table  5.5-1  - 1:5-66). 

Wetlands 

No  federal  or  state  wedands  occur  within  the  airfield  study  area  (1:5-58). 

QDnstruction 
ImpaCT 

The  construction-related  work  will  be  alleviated  through  "initiatives  to  limit 
traffic,  noise,  and  air  quality  impacts  in  surrounding  communities." 
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RESPONSE  NOTES 


There  are  legitimate  questions  to  be  reckoned  with  as  they  pertain  to  nearby  communities' 
expeaations.  Any  Logan  improvement  should  be  done  in  a  sensible  manner  that  will  not 
compromise  the  environment,  impaa  further  on  our  health,  irreparably  disrupt  our  lifestyles,  or 
detraa  from  our  property  values.  The  submitted  report  contains  numerous  deficiencies  that  fail  to 
compare  the  benefits  of  alleviating  delays  and  cutting  airline  costs  to  the  true  environmental,  social, 
economic,  and  medical  costs  of  the  seleaed  scenarios.  This  report  weighs  environmental  and 
medical  impacts  as  compared  to  delay  impact. 
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Noise  Pollution  Impact 

1.  One  of  the  most  frequent  complaints  of  local  communities'  residents  is  noise.  The  FAA's 
threshold  of  65  decibels  does  not  accurately  assess  how  many  people  are  disturbed  by 
aircraft  noise.  The  National  Resources  Defense  Council  (NRDC)  confirmed  that  Denver 
International  Airport,  despite  the  relatively  few  people  living  within  its  65  decibel  noise 
contour,  receives  the  highest  number  of  monthly  noise  complaints  from  outside  this  area'. 
Noise  can  cause  serious  health  problems.  It  acts  as  a  biological  stressor  by  eliciting  a 
response  from  the  brain's  reticular  activation  system  that  prepares  the  body  for  "fight  or 
flight".  Neural  impulses  then  travel  throughout  the  central  nervous  system  and  influence 
perceptual,  motor,  cognitive,  behavioral,  glandular,  cardiovascular,  and  gastrointestinal 
functions.  Therefore,  noise  is  thought  of  as  a  m^or  threat  to  human  health''. 

The  constant  roar  from  jet  aircraft  can  seriously  affea  the  health  and  psychological  well 
being  of  children,  according  to  a  Cornell  University  study*.  Gary  Evans,  a  professor  of 
design  and  environmental  analysis  in  Comell's  College  of  Human  Ecology  concluded  that 
there  are  health  problems  resulting  from  chronic  airport  noise,  including  higher  blood 
pressure  and  boosted  levels  of  stress  hormones,  which  may  have  lifelong  effeas.  Evans 
contends  also  that  New  York  children  living  near  an  international  airpon  tended  to  be  poor 
listeners  and  did  not  read  as  well  as  matched  children  in  quiet  schools.  Mark  Lawrence,  an 
East  Boston  resident,  who  currently  lives  in  Florida,  recalls'^: 

"I  REMEMBER  being  scared  out  of  a  deep  sleep  as  a  child  as  a  jet  would  pass  over 
my  house  so  close  you  could  see  the  pilot's  face. 

I  REMEMBER  how  each  year  as  a  student  all  my  teachers  would  have  to  pause 

every  5  or  so  minutes  to  allow  the  screeching  jets  to  pass. 

I  REMEMBER  not  being  able  to  concentrate  in  school  because  of  jet  noise." 

As  many  as  1 15  flights  an  hour  pass  over  communities  north  and  south  of  Logan  Aiqjort.  In 
a  joint  public  meeting  by  Massachusetts  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (MEPA)  and  the 
Federal  EPA,  Elaine  McGrath  of  Chelsea  told  the  board  that,  "The  communities  are 
speaking  with  one  voice  and  telling  you  it's  unbearable.  Massport  isn't  telling  you  that"". 

2.  No  remedy  was  given  for  the  structural  damage  due  to  low-flying  aircraft  vibrating  homes,     1 1  47 
school  buildings,  monuments,  and  industrial  infrastructures  within  the  affeaed  communities. 
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3.   The  following  flight  path  map  obtained  from  the  Boston  Globe  shows  the  projeaed  impaa 
comparing  1997,  and  2001  with  or  v.-iihout  the  new  runway. 
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One  obvious  problem  with  this  map's  projections  is  that  14/32  will  not  be  completed  by 
2001.  According  to  a  Massport  spokesman,  Jeremy  QxxJcford,  the  approval  process  alone 
could  take  two  years-°.  But  a  less  obvious  issue  revolves  around  the  increased  fleet  capacity 
projected  by  2010.  The  numbers  are  therefore  meaningless  since  those  communities  that  are 
promised  a  relief  for  2001  will  not  see  it  materialize  in  time  and  will  be  drowned  by  an 
eventual  increase  in  total  flights  that  supercedes  the  current  level.  Furthermore,  if  the  plan  is 
implemented,  there  will  be  a  disproportionate  and  exorbitant  increase  in  flights  over  poorer 
communities  such  as  sections  of  Chelsea,  East  Boston,  Everen,  and  Roxbury.  The  laner  faa 
triggered  U.S.  Representative  Joseph  Moakley  to  argue  that  the  impaa  statement  did  not 
address  the  environmental  effects  of  the  new  runway  on  minority  and  low-income  people  in 
Boston  that  was  required  by  a  1994  executive  order  issued  by  President  Clinton'^. 

4.   The  Harbor  Islands  recreational  area  will  suffer  significant  noise  impact. 
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Chemical  Emission/Impact 

Chemical  pollutants  emined  include  cumulative  chemicals  generated  by  vehicles  within  the 
airport  area,  such  as  planes  and  transport  vehicles,  as  well  as  road  traffic  leading  to  and  from  the 
airport. 


1. 


Since  the  pollution  emission  prediaor  uses  1993  as  a  contrast  item,  an  overcrowded  airport      ]  ]  7.50 

year  and  a  peak  year  for  delays,  the  prediaed  emission  reductions  for  year  2010  are 

undoubtedly  minimized  to  favor  a  lesser  environmental  impact.  Furthermore,  the  model 

predias  minor  gains  in  reducing  the  levels  of  pollutants  in  the  environment.  But,  the  117^1 

proposed  action  model  prediaor  uses  alternative  1  to  attain  this  analytical  profile  ^VrTables         '  .  u  I 

Ell -1 -Ell -4).  Since  plan  1  was  rejeaed  in  favor  of  plan  lA,  these  data  do  not  necessarily  fit 

the  report's  final  conclusions  (see  Tables  1  and  3  in  this  report). 


The  additional  combustion  of  gasoline  and  oil  will  increase  the  total  Volatile  Organic 
Compounds  or  Hydrocarbons  (VOCs)  in  the  atmosphere.  VOCs  are  considered  to  be 
photochemical  pollutants;  a  concentration  of  3  ppm  can  result  in  0.1  ppm  of  photochemical 
oxidants,  a  class  of  pollutants  that  includes  both  hydrocarbon  and  nitrogen  derivatives. 
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3.  The  EPA's  regional  administrator  stated  that "...  the  number  of  passengers  using  the  airport 

is  projeaed  almost  to  double  current  levels  by  2010"  (11:1).  The  projeaed  increase  in  117  53 

passenger  volume  to  45  million  by  2010  will  have  an  adverse  effea  on  the  local  ' 

transportation  and  air  quality  by  increasing  the  overall  level  of  ozone  in  the  airport  region 

and  on  roads  leading  to  the  airport.  Reducing  ozone  precursors,  which  includes  nitrogen 

oxides  is  necessary  to  help  the  State  attain  the  health  standards  for  ground-level  ozone 

(smog).  Nitrogen  dioxide  (NO^  is  a  pollutant  that  in  concentrations  as  low  as  0.25  ppm  for 

one  hour  can  blanket  the  horizon  with  reddish-brownish  haze.  Smog  formation  is  initiated 

by  the  photochemical  decomposition  of  NO2  to  NO  +  O.  The  resulting  oxygen  atoms  then 

reaa  with  the  more  abundant  species  O2  resulting  in  ozone  (O3).  Oxygen  atoms  and  Ozone 

molecules  are  also  highly  reactive  with  hydrocarbons,  and  a  variety  of  produas  are  eventually 

formed,  including  alcohols,  ketones  and  aldehydes.  The  eye  irritation,  which  is  a  familiar 

feature  of  photochemical  smog,  is  due  to  the  presence  of  compounds  such  as  formaldehyde 

and  acrolein.  Both  NO  and  NO2  can  also  reaa  directly  with  unsaturated  hydrocarbons 

resulting  in  Methyl  Nitrate  and  Peroxyacetyl  Nitrate  (PAN),  both  of  which  are  powerful  eye 

irritants^. 

4.  Local  airport  traffic  will  also  add  to  the  problem  of  Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  emission.  CO  is 

found  at  normal  levels  between  0.025-1  ppm.  In  major  cities,  it  ranges  from  10-50  ppm.         11  7  S4 
CO  reduces  the  ability  of  the  blood  to  transport  oxygen  though  the  body.  The  resulting 
strain  on  the  heart  and  lungs  can  be  fatal.  CO  can  also  cause  dizziness,  blurred  vision,  and 
distorted  perception  of  time. 

5.  Sulfur  Oxides,  which  ocojr  chiefly  as  Sulfur  Dioxide,  Sulfur  Trioxides,  Sulfurous  and 
Sulfuric  Acids,  can  damage  vegetation,  fabrics,  metals,  and  ecosystems  such  as  lakes  and 
ponds.  Levels  of  0.25  ppm  or  above  cause  irritation  to  human  beings.  Concentrations 
between  0.08  and  0. 1  ppm  for  any  length  of  time  are  considered  unhealthy.  It  takes  usually 
about  5  ppm  of  SO:  for  1  hour  to  cause  irritation  to  human  throat  and  lung  tissue,  with 
accompanying  bronchial  constriction.  But  in  individuals  who  suffer  from  chronic  respiratory 
diseases,  a  minor  inaease  in  the  concentration  of  SO2  from  0.1  to  0.2  ppm  can  cause  them 
to  start  coughing  and  experience  severe  difficulties  in  breathing^.  Sulfi'r  Dioxide  is  a  heavy 
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noxious  gas  that  can  very  quickly  combine  with  water  to  form  Sulfurous  Acid  (H2SOJ). 
Also,  Sulfur  dioxide  can  absorb  a  photon  of  light  and  becomes  "excited"  so  that  if  it  collides 
with  an  O:  molecule,  it  forms  sulfur  trioxide  (SO3).  This  is  much  more  toxic  than  SO2  and 
has  much  more  affinity  to  water  molecules  in  the  atmosphere  or  lungs  where  it  forms 
Sulfuric  Acid  (H2SO4),  a  highly  corrosive  acid.  SO2  emissions  were  not  conduaed  since, 
according  to  the  draft  report,  airports  are  not  identified  as  significant  sources  of  these 
emissions  (1:6-64). 

6.  In  addition,  Sulfur  compounds.  Nitrogen  Oxides,  Lead,  and  various  reactive  volatile 
hydrocarbons  can  form  other  chemical  complexes  that  are  deleterious  to  all  forms  of  life. 
These  forms  include  a  barrage  of  toxic  and  synthetic  compounds  whose  effea  on  health 
ranges  from  clear-cut  to  suspicious.  For  example,  NO2  can  combine  with  reactive 
hydrocarbons  to  form  a  wide  range  of  pollutants  including  PAN,  a  major  reactive  pollutant. 
Some  of  these  compounds  are  mutagenic  and  lead  to  cancer.  Substances  known  to  be 
cardiovascular  irritants  can  directly  be  linked  to  emphysema,  asthma,  chronic  bronchitis  and 
hean  attacks. 

7.  Suspended  particles  or  particulates  are  tiny  bits  of  matter  (technically  less  than  0. 1 
millimeter)  floating  in  the  atmosphere,  such  as  diesel  smoke,  fine  ash,  and  dust.  Particles 
which  are  smaller  than  2.5  thousandths  of  a  millimeter  can  pass  through  the  primary,  non- 
specific immune  defenses  such  as  nose  hair  and  mucous  membranes  and  may  cause  ilhiess. 
Over  a  period  of  years,  these  materials  attack  lung  tissue  and  increase  susceptibility  to  such 
diseases  as  tuberculosis  and  lung  cancer.  And  in  urban  areas,  these  particulates  are  believed 
to  be  responsible  for  increased  asthma  attacks,  aggravating  existing  heart  and  lung 
conditions,  lowering  resistance  to  infection,  and  breathing  problems  in  children.  There  is  a 
direct  correladon  between  high  particulate  air  pollution  and  risk  of  premature  mortality  from 
heart  and  lung  disease.  The  NRE)C  estimates  that  at  current  levels  of  pollution, 
approximately  64,000  premature  deaths  from  cardiopulmonary  causes  msy  be  attributable  to 
paruculate  air  pollution  each  year.  That  represents  6.5%  of  all  cardiopulmonary  deaths, 
which'total  986,000  per  year'. 

8.  Many  suspended  particles  serve  as  niche  sites  for  microorganisms  and  their  spores,  including 
potential  human  pathogens. 

9.  High  concentrations  of  suspended  particles  can  cause  reduced  visibility  caused  by  absorption 
and  scattering  of  light.  Soiled  clothing  and  soot-covered  buildings  are  other  symptoms  that 
are  all  too  familiar. 

10.  Mixtures  of  atmospheric  pollutants  may  show  synergistic  interactions,  so  that  more 
aggregate  damage  is  done  by  even  small  amounts  than  otherwise  be  expeaed.  For  example, 
the  growth  of  pasture  grasses  is  suppressed  more  by  a  mixture  of  SO2  and  NO2  than  by  that 
of  either  alone". 

1 1 .  Benzene,  dioxin,  toluene,  xylene,  and  formaldehyde  are  known  to  be  toxic  and  carcinogenic 
even  at  minute  concentrations.  None  were  monitored  individually  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
study. 

12.  Overall  health  problems  due  to  noise  and  chemical  pollution  include  mental  health 
problems,  cardiovascular  disease,  gastrointestinal  disease,  compromised  immune  response, 
pregnancy  and  birth  defeas,  learning  disabilities,  respiratory  problems,  and  cancer'. 
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13.  Table  5.6-1  Q:5-72)  indicates  that  the  reponable  concentrations  of  Si  and  S2  soil  were 
exceeded  in  some  of  the  soil  samples  for  arsenic,  lead,  and  two  polynuclear  aromatic 
hydrocarbon  compounds  (1:5-71).  Lead  is  known  to  be  toxic  in  trace  amounts.  Si  soil 
category  applies  to  those  soils  where  there  is  a  chance  for  a  high  frequency  and  high  intensity 
of  exposure  to  the  soil  by  children  and  adults.  While  most  of  the  lead  assimilated  comes 
from  food  and  drink,  some  is  inhaled.  The  residence  time  of  lead  in  the  bones  is  78  years, 
whereas  that  of  blood  and  soft  tissue  is  about  30  days*.  Lead  emissions  were  not  assessed  by 
the  draft  report  Q:6-64). 

Ultimately,  the  lack  of  sufficient  epidemiological  and  long-term  health  impatt  analysis  due  to 
these  pollutants  on  people  in  affeaed  communities  is  troubling. 

TABLE  3  -  COMPARISON  OF  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  ESTIMATES  OF  MAJOR  AIR  POLLUTANTS 


*  No  data  was  given  for  the  actual  projea  (Alt.  lA) 

+  Negative  data  indicate  a  decrease  in  pollutant  level  while  positive  data  indicate  an  increase. 

•   Construction  Impact 
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Pollutant 

Total  1993 

Predicted 

Predicted 

%  change 

%  change 

Levels  of 

Low-Levels 

Low-Levels 

from  1993 

from  1995 

Baseline 

for  2010  0\lt 

for  20 10  (Alt  1 

Levels  u  iih 

Levels  with 

Emis.sioii.s  for 

4/No  • 

-All 

No  Action 

Action  (.\lt. 

Loj;aii 
(kg/day) 

Action) 

Actions)"' 

(Alt.  4)+ 

1)T 

Carbon 

16,043 

14,355 

13,976 

-10.5% 

-12.9% 

Monoxide 

Sulfur 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Oxides 

VOC 

3,666 

2,572 

2,383 

-29.8% 

-35% 

Nitrogen 
Oxides 

5,002 

7,078 

6,919 

+41.5% 

-h38.3% 

Particulate 

241 

280 

251 

-^16.2% 

+4.2% 

Matter 

Lead 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

The  report  claims  no  more  than  0.6%  overall  impaa  on  daily  traffic  due  to  trucking  to  and 
from  the  airport  construction  sites  (l:ES-29).  But  the  use  of  Routes  lA  and  the  Ted 
Williams  Tunnel  will  surely  exceed  that  limit  as  hundreds  of  daily  trucks  enter  and  exit  these 
roads.  Furthermore,  as  to  what  roads  are  these  trucks  using  to  get  to  the  aforementioned 
gateways,  the  report  purports  that  'certain'  designated  routes  on  state  highways  should  be 
used  to  'minimize'  the  impact  on  local  streets  (I:ES-29). 

The  draft  report  maintains  that  construction  period  traffic  during  the  2000-2004  period  will 
generate  a  daily  average  of  129  truck  round  trips  (range  58-580/day).  The  expeaed  increase 
in  traffic  load  will  go  on  for  years  and  will  add  to  the  already  overly  congested  roads  that  lead 
to  and  from  the  airport.  This  will  disrupt  the  normal  flow  of  traffic  on  affeaed  roads 
causing  traffic  delays,  increasing  traffic  noise  to  neighboring  communities  as  well  as 
augmenting  the  existing  pollution  and  particulate  dust  problem,  and  contributing  to  road 
erosion  and  structural  damage.  Nighttime  construction  will  also  occur.  Winthrop's  Office 
of  the  Board  of  Selectmen  noted  in  a  letter  to  Secretary  Trudy  Coxe,  the  Executive  Officer 
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of  Environmental  Affairs,  that  "Past  experience  with  other  Logan  construction  projects  has 
demonstrated  their  capacity  to  severely  interrupt  sleep  patterns"  (II:  17.6). 


Endangered  and  Threatened  Species  of  Flora  and  Fauna 


1.  The  draft  report  mentions  the  loss  of  about  37  acres  of  existing  grassland  Q:ES-5)  which  is 
described  in  a  later  section  as  a  net  loss  of  39.4  acres  of  "mowed  grass"  Q:ES-25),  leaving 
behind  440  acres  of  vegetation.  Of  the  39.4  acres  lost,  28.5  acres  is  due  to  the  taxiway 
improvements,  there  is  a  9%  reduction  in  existing  upland  vegetation. 

2.  The  loss  of  vegetation  will  result  in  loss  of  Upland  Sandpiper 
(Bartrarna  lon^caudd)  habitat  due  to  construction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  between  runways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L. 
There  is  a  mitigation  plan  with  the  Massachusetts  Natviral 
Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program  (MNHES)  to  save 
the  Upland  Sandpiper.  Michael  Qaranca,  Natural  Resource 
Manager  of  the  Massachusetts  National  Guard  stated  that "... 
you  can't  simply  (physically)  move  these  birds  and  their  nests 
to  a  different  habitat." Scott  Melvin,  from  MNHES, 
concurred  with  Garanca  that  the  current  bird  population  and 
its  nests  could  not  be  relocated  but  added  that  another  site  at 
the  Massachusetts  Military  Reservation  (Cape  Cod)  could  serve  as  a  new  habitat  that  might 
conceptually  be  beneficial  for  the  birds^'. 

Delays 

1.  The  draft  report  chose  1993,  a  year  in  which  flights  peaked  and  Logan  was  overcrowded,  as 
a  base  jear  for  statistical  comparison.  In  the  short  term  (circa  1999),  29  million  passengers 
were  chosen  to  represent  the  fleet's  annual  passenger  load.  WhJe  for  the  long-term  (circa 
2010  and  beyond),  2  sets  were  seleaed:  37.5  and  45  million  passengers.  At  each  passenger 
volume  two  fleet  scenarios  were  analyzed,  representing  low  and  high-range  levels  of 
operation  flllAppendix  E,  pi).  The  benefits  of  Alternative  Actions  1  and  lA  were 
estimated  to  provide  the  greatest  level  of  delay  reduction  with  plan  1  reducing  delays  by 
between  29.3%  and  60.3%  (I:ES-18,  and  1:4-30).  The  draft  report  states  that  "a  comparison 
of  Peak  Period  Pricing  (between  1  and  lA)  under  near-term,  low  fleet  conditions  is  only  2 
percent"  (1:4-30).  Table  4.5-2  shows  that  to  be  true.  But,  given  the  time-line  for  completing 
the  runway,  1999  is  not  a  realistic  goal.  Interestingly,  the  same  table  shows  how  the  'no 
build'  option  3  under  a  high  fleet  scenario  (with  either  low  or  high  passenger  loads)  is  much 
better  at  reducing  delays  than  the  'build'  lA  alternative  (10%  beuer  for  a  low  passenger  load 
and  6.5%  better  for  a  high  passenger  load  -  see  uble  4.5-2, 1:4-30).  The  EPA  predicts  a 
doubling  of  passenger  capacity  by  2010  at  Logan  (II:EPA  Letter  1  dated  Nov.  13,  1995),  and 
Massport  sees  a  35.5%  increase  by  2010  (29  to  45  million  passengers,  11 1: Appendix  E,  pl5), 
in  which  case  the  proposed  plan  will  do  little  to  alleviate  congestion. 

2.  The  Michael  S.  Dukakis  Administration  in  1989  imposed  a  form  of  peak  period  pricing 
which  dropped  congestion  dramatically  at  the  airport^,  thus,  putting  doubt  on  the  draft 
report's  contention  that  Peak  Pricing  is  not  helpful. 
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3.  The  US  Department  of  Transportation  statistics  concurs  with  Massport's  data  on  flight 
delays.  But  according  to  the  FAA  standards  for  calculating  delays,  Logan  has  only  about  3% 
of  its  flights  delayed '°.  TTie  FAA  sensibly  does  not  account  for  delays  of  less  than  15 
minutes  or  those  that  end  up  in  flight  cancellation.  But,  even  if  short  delays  are  excessive,  the 
US  Department  of  Transportation  confirmed  that  delays  are  not  unusual  for  major  airports, 
even  for  state-of-the-art  facilities  like  Denver's  Centennial  airport,  which  had  29%  of  its 
flights  delayed  last  year". 

4.  According  to  FAA  data,  the  delay  situation  at  Logan  has  improved  since  1993  and  is 
essentially  in  equilibrium  Masspon's  Aviation  Planning  Director,  Betty  Desrosiers,  admitted 
that  delays  have  declined  in  recent  years  as  airport  planners  improved  scheduling  with 
airlines'°. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


Massport  often  hides  behind  Federal  aviation  rulings  and  ignores  community  pleas  to  provide 
relief  from  daily  disturbances  living  next  to  the  airport  (11:9.1).  Typically,  the  draft  report  gave 
little  to  no  serious  attention  to  harmful  noise  and  pollution  impacts  on  the  people  in  local 

communities,  including  residential  neighborhoods,  schools,  parks,  homes  for  the  elderly,  4  jn  f\4 

monuments,  plants,  and  historic  and  cultural  land.  The  proposed  runway  would  adversely  affea  |  ]  /  .Q  | 

the  noise  and  air  quality  in  surrounding  communities  and  seriously  prevent  or  hamper  many 
redevelopment  efforts  currently  underway. 

The  widespread  broadening  of  flights  over  many  neighborhoods  would  increase  noise  impaa  to 

intolerable  levels.  Studies  indicate  that  noise  affeas  one's  ability  to  concentrate  and  can  cause  11762 

sleep  deprivation,  resulting  in  potentially  deleterious  effects  on  health  and  well  being^.  James 

Maas,  professor  of  psychology  at  Comell  University  and  author  of  "Power  Sleep",  warned  that 

getting  enough  sleep  is  more  important  than  diet,  exercise,  or  any  other  faaor  in  increasing 

people's  longevity^. 

The  draft's  conclusions  are  drawn  based  on  data  models  that  fail  to  analyze  true  health  impacts  117.63 

or  to  assess  meaningful  noise  measurements.  In  faa,  the  Direaor  of  the  Environment 

Department  of  the  City  of  Boston  stated  that "...  none  of  the  scenarios  presented  can  be 

considered  to  provide  significant  reductions  in  environmental  impacts  from  airport  operations. 

In  particular,  the  proposed  runway  14/32,  touted  for  its  unidirectional  over- water 

approach/deparrare,  is  only  marginally  effective  at  reducing  noise"  (11:11.1). 

The  EPA  Regional  Administrator  stated  that  the  region  is  currently  in  serious  violation  of  the 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  ozone,  and  that  ar^  increased  traffic  generated  by  1 1  7  fi4 

the  airport  will  make  the  Gsmmonwealth's  job  of  anaining  the  ozone  standard  more  difficult  '  •  v  T 

(11:1). 

While  implementation  of  Peak  Period  Pricing  was  initially  considered,  the  report  claimed  that 

"no  US  airport  imposes  a  peak  pricing  system",  and  that  "airline  over-scheduling  is  not  a 

significant  contributor  to  delay  under  low  fleet  conditions  or  in  the  current  or  near-term 

environment  at  Logan"  (I:ES-18).  But,  interestingly,  the  same  report  admits  in  a  foomote  that 

both  New  York  and  New  Jersey  Port  Authorities  apply  a  'surcharge'  to  general  aviation  aircraft  11765 

operating  during  peak  hours.  Furthermore,  the  Dukakis  administration  in  1989  imposed  a  form 

of  peak  period  pricing  which  dropped  congestion  dramatically  at  the  airport^.  Recently,  the 

Conservation  Law  Foundation  weighed  in  against  the  runway  plan,  arguing  that  Massport  could 

do  more  to  alleviate  flight  delays  by  creating  cost  disincentives  for  airlines  to  fly  at  peak  times^^. 

The  Draft's  attempt  to  'divide  and  conquer'  local  communities  by  promising  a  balance  in 
overhead  flights  is  ill  advised.  In  faa,  the  new  runway  and  taxiway  will  allow  the  airport  to  grow 
beyond  rational  limits.  Bennet  Heart,  a  spokesperson  from  the  Conservation  Law  Foundation, 
stated  that  "the  (environmental  impaa  statement)  paints  a  fairly  frightening  projection  for 
growth  at  Logan"^.  Growth  of  Logan  will  augment  existing  noise  and  chemical  pollution  levels 
for  nearby  communities.  Most  troubling  is  the  disproportionate,  biased,  and  significant  increase 
in  air  traffic  over  low-income  and  minority  communities  of  East  Boston,  Chelsea,  Everett,  and 
Roxbury. 
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The  report  often  failed  to  reference  the  appropriate  tables  for  the  graphs  shown.  Given  the 
amount  of  time  we  were  alloned  to  provide  a  response,  we  spend  precious  time  looking  for  raw 
data  that  were  not  referenced  in  the  shown  graphs  (see  bar  graph  ES-4:  I:ES-19). 

It  is  clear  from  the  data  that  there  is  no  significant  decrease  in  congestion  or  delays  due  to  the 
proposed  plan  and  that  any  minor  decrease  in  delay  is  invalidated  by  the  immense  social  cost  to 
the  neighboring  communities.  US  Represenutive  Michael  C;puano  wisely  stated  that  "if  14/32 
will  not  permanently  reduce  delays,  we  shouldn't  build  it.  The  detrimental  impaa  on  our 
neighborhoods  is  too  great.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  Massport  to  explain  why  there  is  a  need 
for  14/32  when  it  will  drastically  increase  airplane  noise  in  many  communities  and  doesn't  even 
represent  a  permanent  solution  to  the  problem."'^  Logan  has  reached  its  capacity.  To  obviate 
the  build  option,  a  regional  solution  should  be  adopted.  It  involves  moving  cargo  traffic  to 
regional  airports,  building  a  conneaor  from  Worcester  Airport  to  MassPike,  working  to  establish 
North/South  rail  link  and  services,  and  implementing  Peak  Period  Pricing.  Long  term  solutions 
should  look  into  planning  and  building  a  regional  airport  with  an  eye  on  the  origin-destination 
demand  (Table  4). 


TABLE  4  -  LOGAN'S  ORIGIN-DESTINATION  DEMAND  BY  REGION 


Region 

%  of  Logan's  origin-dcstinntion 

Vermont 

0.4% 

Maine 

2.8% 

New  Hampshire 

7.4% 

Connecticut 

0.3% 

Rhode  Island 

2.4% 

Massachusetts,  west  of  495 

8.8% 

Massachusetts,  between  Rl  128  and  1-4952 

28.6% 

Massachusetts,  inside  Rt.  128  excluding  Boston^ 

28.6% 

Massachusetts,  City  of  Boston 

20.6% 

Total 

99.9 

Adipted  from  1:2-8  and  Execuuve  Summary  RqxjrcES-lO. 

Combined  57.2%  of  Logan's  origin  and  desuaation  passenger  demand  is  drawn  from  these  rwo  regions. 


Masspon  purports  the  draft  report  to  be  a  full  disclosure  document.  But,  it  leaves  many  details 
out  and  obscures  the  major  issues  that  can  potentially  affea  public  health  which  deserves  full 
public  scrutiny  under  The  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Aa  (MEPA).  As  the  project 
would  significantly  increase  Logan's  airside  capacity,  the  environmental  consequences  would  be 
extraordinary.  Failure  to  see  the  environmental  impaa  of  the  build  option  will  condemn 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  local  residents  to  living  with  deteriorating  medical,  social,  and 
environmental  conditions.  These  communities  have  not  been  given  fair  consideration  in  this 
matter. 

Given  Massport's  history  at  keeping  promises^'',  its  current  assurance^  that  runway  14/32  wiU  be 
unidirectional  is  dubious  at  best  (l:ES-4).  The  FAA  and  Massport  can  reverse  this  'flight  of 
fancy'  promise  at  any  time  following  runway  completion. 

In  the  final  analysis,  Massport  is  putting  a  price  on  our  heads.  The  Agency  is  gambling  away  the 
public's  health  in  favor  of  alleviating  what  are  mostly  minor  delays.  As  the  level  and  cost  of 
airport  pollution  climbs,  Massport  has  made  no  apologies  and  has  not  addressed  the  long-term 
and  cumulative  impact  of  pollutants  on  our  health  and  the  environment  in  a  satisfaaory  manner. 
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Massport's  argument  regarding  the  "Airside  Improvement  Project"  is  myopic:  It  concentrates 
more  on  the  economics  of  cutting  airline  cost  and  business  benefits  but  minimizes  the 
tremendous  environmental,  social,  and  medical  costs  it  is  imposing  on  its  neighbors.  The  true 
cost  to  society,  in  other  words,  is  never  measured  properly.  We  respeafully  submit  that  any 
pemianent  and  long-term  impaa  damage  visited  on  local  communities  should  not  be  brushed 
aside  in  favor  of  business  'profit'  or  for  alleviating  petty  delays.  And  that  any  money  earmarked 
for  Logan  expansion  would  be  bener  spent  on  alleviating  current  levels  of  noise  and  chemical 
pollution  felt  throughout  the  local  communities. 
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alternatives  for 
community  & 
environment 

Law  and  Education  for  Environmental  Justice 


On  February  1 1,  1994,  President  Clinton  signed  Executive  Order  12898,  the  Executive  Order  on 
iFederad  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income 
Populaitions  C'Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice").  This  precedent-setting  measure  for 
the  first  time  in  history  requires  all  federal  agencies  to  incorporate  achieving  environmental  justice 
into  their  missions  by  identifying  and  addressing  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health 
or  envtronmentaJ  effects  of  their  programs,  policies,  and  activities  on  minority  populations  and 
low-income  populations  of  the  nation. 

Following  the  directive  of  this  Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice,  the  Department  of 
Transportation  ("DOT"),  in  concert  with  all  other  federal  agencies,  established  its  own 
"Department  of  Justice  Order  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and 
Low-Ihcome  Populations."  Binding  on  all  DOT  administrations,  including  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  this  Order  is  a  key  component  of  DOT's  June  21,  1995  Environmental  Justice 
Strategy  (60  Fed.  Reg.  33896). 

In  suixi,  the  Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice,  DOT's  Order  on  Environmental  Justice, 
and  DOT'S  Environmental  Justice  Strategy  require  in  no  uncertain  terms  that  disproportionate 
impacts  on  low-income  and  minority  populations  be  avoided. 

:  It  is  the  policy  of  DOT  to  promote  the  principles  of  environmental  justice  (as 

■  embodied  in  the  Executive  Order)  through  the  incorporation  of  those  principles  in 
all  DOT  programs,  poUcies,  and  activities.   This  will  be  done  by  fully  considering 

•  environmental  justice  principles  through  planning  and  decision-making  processes  in 
the  development  of  programs,  policies,  and  activities,  using  the  principles  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA),  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  1964  (Title  VI),  .  .  .and  other  DOT  statutes,  regulations  and  guidance  that 
address  or  affect  infrastructure  planning  and  dedsionmaldng;  social,  economic,  or 

:  environmental  matters;  public  health;  and  public  involvement. 

DOT  Order  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income 
Populations.  [OST  Docket  No.  OST-95-141  (50125)]. 

The  Order  underscores  the  importance  of  Title  VI,  further  stating  that,  "[ujnder  Title  VI,  each 
Federal  agency  is  required  to  ensure  that  no  person,  on  the  groimd  of  race,  color,  or  national 
origin,  is  .  .  .  denied  the  benefits  of,  or  subject  to  discrimination  under  any  program  or  activity 
receiving  Federal  financial  assistance."  Id 

DOT's  position  on  environmental  justice  and  fijndamental  fairness  could  not  be  clearer. 

Historically  an  Italian-American  population,  the  community  most  drastically  impacted  by  Logan 
International  Airport,  East  Boston,  has  always  been  a  low-  to  moderate-income  community. 
However,  East  Boston  is  emerging  ethnically  and  culturally  as  minority  populations  grow.  East 
Boston  now  can  boast  of  Italian- Americans  living  side-by-side  with  Latino  and  South  East  Asian 
immdgrarts,  for  example. 


But  Ekst  Boston  is  not  aJonc  in  receiving  the  impact  of  Runway  14/32  proposal.  With  stepped 
up  use  of  Runway  27  as  a  part  of  the  new  scheme,  the  communities  of  Chelsea,  Roxbury,  the 
SoutiiEnd,  and  Jamaica  Plain,  among  others,  will  receive  an  appreciable  increase  in  overhead  air 
traffic  and  noise  on  the  Runway  27  path. 

These;  are  the  same  communities  that  have  the  highest  asthma  hospitalization  rate  in  the  state 
(Roxbury),  host  the  most  trash  transfer  stations,  the  most  brownfields  sites,  the  most  diesel  buses, 
and  other  noxious  uses  than  communities  anywhere  else  in  the  Greater  Boston  area.  It  appears  to 
be  DO  coincidence  that  Massport  and  the  FAA  are  planning  a  fiirthcr  assault  on  the  health  and 
well-being  of  these  conununitics.  "^he  Logan  expansion  is  perpetuating  the  unfair 

paraxijgm  that  has  plagued  residents  in  these  communities  for  decades. 

Chelsea  is  a  "majority  minority"  community  with  the  majority  of  its  residents  now  people  of  color. 
Roxbury  continues  to  be  largely  populated  by  people  of  African  descent,  now  with  Haitian, 
Puerto  Rican,  Dominican,  and  Cape  Verdcan  populations  along  with  African-Americans.  The 
SouthiEnd  and  Jamaica  Plain  have  similar  ethnic  mixes  that  include  Latino  and  African- American 
populations  and  a  variety  of  income  levels  including  low-income.  Each  of  these  communities 
includes  the  very  populations  that  Congress  sought  to  protect  under  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  1 964.  President  Clinton  amplified  that  protection  under  his  Executive  Order  on 
Environmental  Justice,  which  was  again  heightened  under  the  DOT  Order  on  Environmental 
Justice. 

The  FAA,  by  the  federal  Orders,  and  Massport,  by  Title  VI,  are  mandated  to  make  extraordinary 
efforts  to  avoid  impacts  to  communities  of  color  as  well  as  low-income  communities  by  selecting 
appropriate  alternatives.  The  FAA  and  Massport  have  ^ed  to  make  even  minimal  efforts  to 
avoid  impacts  to  these  protected  communities.  The  feet  that  a  host  of  protected  communities  in 
and  around  Boston  will  be  disproportionately  impacted  by  the  proposed  expansion  is  glaring  and 
raises  the  specter  of  discrimination  prohibited  by  Title  VI  of  the  Civol  Rights  Act  of  1964. 

This  proposed  expansion  is  squarely  against  the  letter  and  spirit  of  civil  rights  and  environmental 
justice  and  in  violation  of  the  federal  Orders  and  Title  VI.  Therefore,  the  proposed  expansion 
must  be  stopped. 


P.O.  Box  812392  -  Weflesley.  MA  02482 
tel.  508-653-6588  fax.  508-653-0804 


Toxic  Chemical  Emissions,  Releases  and  Storage 
Logan  Airport  Impact  Area 


Summary  of  Emissions  In  Airport  Expansion  Impact  Area 


Boston.  Scmerville.  Winthrop  and  other  Logan  Airport-Impacted  communrties 
receive  a  significant  burden  of  toxic  chemicals  in  their  air  from  local  concerns  which 
use  hazardous  chemicals.  Additional  chemical  compounds  which  are  hazardous  to 
health  are  contrit}Uted  by  air  and  ground  traffic-related  sources.  These  indude 
nitrogen  and  sulfur  oxides,  as  well  as  hydrocart»n-t)ased  particulates  and  ozone- 
producing  compounds.  The  full  listing  of  specific  sources  included  in  the  USEPA's 
records  follows  in  an  appendix.  These  records  are  available  from  the  Toxic  Release 
lnventory(TRI)  and  the  Aerometric  Information  Retrieval  System  (AIRS). 

These  host  communities  already  experience  a  dose  of  hazardous  air  pollutants 
(HAPs)  which  measurably,  and  perhaps  dramatically,  harms  their  health.  By 
cor>centratjng  airport  bourid  ground  traffic  into  the  expanding  Logan  facility,  residents 
exposure  to  HAPs  increases.  Measures  which  Increase  this  ground  and  air  traffic, 
such  as  the  expanded  parking  facilities  and  runway  expansion,  add  to  the  air  pollution 
burden. 

The  host  communities  are  exposed  to  hazardous  air  pollutants  fn^m  stalled 
tunnel  trafTic.  cars  and  truclcs  servicing  Logan,  local  highways  and  airport  access 
routes,  and  the  airport  and  aircraft  themselves.  Given  recent  reports  based  on  USEPA 
data  that  60  %  of  these  air  toxics  are  being  generated  by  transportation  sources,  it 
seems  that  consideration  must  be  given  to  reducing  traffic  in  the  airport  impact  area, 
rather  than  increasing  It  Reducing  flight  delays  does  nothing  to  reduce  these  air 
toxics  Impacts.  A  regional  approach  to  reducing  the  ground  and  air  traffic  loads  is 
needed. 


Boston  residents  already  experience  lung  cancer  rates  16  %  greater  than 
statewide  averages,  with  corresponding  increases  of  62  %  for  liver,  60  %  for 
esophageal,  and  24  %  for  stomach  cancers.  Revere  residents  have  80  %  more  than 
expected  levels  of  non-Hodgkins  Lymphoma.  Everett  lung  cancer  rates  are  33  % 
higher  than  expected.  Women  in  Hull  have  91  %  higher  than  expected  levels  of  lung 
cancer.  (AJI  data  is  from  M ADPH  1 987  - 1 994  figures  for  males,  except  where  noted) 


Impact  of  Air  Pollutants  on  Health 


Government  estimates  of  toxic  chemical  corx^entrations  in  local  air  Indicate  that 
most  Americans  -  over  220  million  people  -  live  In  neightxjrhoods  where  the 
additional  cancer  risk  from  toxic  chemicals  in  outdoor  air  was  more  than  100  times 
higher  than  the  goal  set  by  Congress  a  decade  ago.  For  1 1  million  Americans, 
according  to  the  new  estimates,  cancer  risk  from  their  neighbori^d  air  is  more  than 
1.000  times  higher  than  Congress'  goal,  the  Environmental  Defense  Fund  (EOF) 
announced  on  April  20, 1999.  (Source:  Environmental  Defense  Fund  report  based  on 
USEPA  data,  see  http://www.edf.org) 

The  newty  released  government  figures  are  tsased  on  1990  data  and 
represent  the  first-ever  estimate  of  whk:h  toxic  chemicals,  in  what  amounts,  are  in  local 
communities'  air.  EOF  took  the  government  figures  and  calculated  the  associated 
health  risks  for  each  community.  The  1990-based  government  estimates  come  with 
official  cautions  about  their  use,  and  several  accuracy  checks  showing  close 
comparability  with  measurements  as  recent  as  1997. 

The  numbers  show  that  cars,  tnjcks,  and  small  businesses  tend  to  be 
responsible  for  much  more  of  the  air's  toxicity  than  is  generally  recognized,"  said  EDF 
attorney  Oavid  Roe.  Of  the  air  cancer  risk  calculated  by  EDF  for  the  US  as  a  whole. 
60%  is  from  mobile  sources  and  26%  from  small-business  'area'  sources,  with  the 
remaining  14%  from  Industrial  'point*  sources.  "Up  to  now,  lack  of  information  has 
meant  lack  of  attention  to  some  of  the  biggest  causes  of  toxk:  air."  Roe  said,  (see: 
http://www.edf.org/ipubs/NewsReieases/l999/Apr/d_8corecard.html) 

Illustrating  the  point  is  the  fact  that  the  District  of  Columbia  shows  a  higher  per- 
capita  cancer  risk  in  its  air  than  any  of  the  50  states,  despite  having  virtually  no  major 
industrial  facilities.  Car  and  truck  traffic  and  the  Ronald  Reagan  (National)  Airport  were 
its  main  sources  of  air  toxics. 
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Asthma  incidence 

New  England  has  the  highest  number  of  hospital  visits  due  to  asthma  per 
capita.  81%  higher  than  the  national  average.  (IMS)  In  fact,  10-20%  of  all  summertime 
respiratory-related  hospital  visits  in  the  Northeast  are  associated  with  ozone  pollution 
(EPA) 

Asthma  is  the  6th  most  prevalent  chronic  condition  among  adults  and  children, 
in  the  last  10  years  the  incidence  of  asthma  has  doubled,  especially  among  minority 
populations  living  in  urban  areas.  (ALA) 

Asthma  is  the  most  common  chronic  disease  for  children.  It  is  the  leading  cause 
of  school  absenteeism;  one  third  of  ail  missed  school  days  are  attributed  to  asthma. 
For  children,  asthma  Is  the  number  one  cause  of  doctor's  office  visits,  emergency  room 
visits,  and  hospital  admlssions(Data  source:  EPA,  NEJM;  Text  source:  MADEP) 


Role  of  IMotor  Vehicle  Traffic  in  Air  Poiiutlon 

Traffic  on  the  road  causes  about  40%  of  the  pollutants  that  react  with  sunlight  to 
produce  ground-level  ozone,  the  main  ingredient  in  smog.  (MADEP)  Ozone  irritates 
living  tissue  in  lungs,  eyes,  nose.  It  burns  your  lungs  the  way  the  sun  burns  your  skin. 
(ALA) 

There  are  over  4.2  million  cars,  and  about  100,000  buses  and  trucks, registered 
in  Massachusetts  and  driving  on  our  roads.  And  another  500,000  commercial  vehicles 
pass  through  our  state  on  any  given  day.  (Source:  MA  DEP  web  site:  http7/ 
www.dep.state.ma.us. 


Summation 

Any  credible  model  for  pollutant  reduction  includes  efforts  such  as  replacing 
short  haul  air  traffic  and  its  associated  grouruj  automobile  traffic  with  electrified  high 
speed  rail.  This  more  effident  transportation  system  would  have  a  positive  effect  on 
air  pollutwn  if  it  were  given  the  same  level  of  support  from  parts  of  the  Community 
which  have  pressed  for  Logan  runway  expansion. 

The  communities  in  the  Logan  Airport  impact  area  already  experience  higher 
levels  of  cancer  and  asthma  specifically  because  of  the  excessive  burden  of 
transportation  emissions  they  experience.  Increasing  the  pace  of  these  emissions 
may  well  add  to  this  burden  of  exposure. 


Submitted  by  Marco  Kaltofen,  P.E.  Civil 
Boston  Chemical  Data  Corp. 
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Letter  117 
Green  Works 
John  T.  O'Connor,  President 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


117.1      Air  Quality  Impacts 


117.2    :  Air  Quality  NAAQS 


117.3      Air  Quality  NAAQS 


117.4    ;  Air  Quality  NAAQS 


117.5  Noise 


Impacts 


It  is  probable  ttiat  construction  of  a  new  runway  will  in  fact 
create  new  opportunities  for  growth  in  aiiport  operations, 
and  consequently,  in  aircraft  and  motor  vehicle  emissions. 
Viewed  this  way,  Massport's  assertion  that  air  quality 
impacts  from  14/32  are  beneficial  or  negligible  is  just 
downright  wrong. 

Massport  pays  scant  attention  to  Logan's  role  in  MA's  ozone 
problem. ..the  DEIS  explores  the  issue  superficially,  despite 
its  own  projection  that  Logan  growth  will  cause  significant 
increases  in  NOx  emissions  in  coming  years. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  properly  consider  certain  hazardous  air 
pollutants  (HAPs)  like  benzene  and  formaldehyde  that  are 
known  or  probable  carcinogens,  through  its  misleading  use 
of  overly-broad  categones. 


Massport's  own  projections  show  significant  increases  in 
emissions  of  particulates  with  diameters  less  than  10 
microns... the  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  treat  the  special 
concerns  associated  with  particulates  of  less  than 
2.5  microns. 


...Massport's  treatment  of  noise  as  largely  a  nuisance  factor 
to  be  dealt  with  only  within  the  confines  of  narrowly-drawn 
and  ill-defined  contours  is  unacceptable. 


Response 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  would  not  increase 
capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of  deficiencies  in 
the  airfield  geometry  and  operation.  Massport's  plans  to  handle 
the  ground  access  requirements  of  future  passenger  levels  are 
discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR) 
and  its  subsequent  EDRs  (Annual  Updates). 
40  CFR  93  instmcts  parties  to  address  ozone  by  quantifying  its 
precursors,  NOx  and  VOCs.  This  quantification  was  done  for 
the  EIS/EIR,  comparing  project-related  NQ,  and  VOC 
emissions  to  the  de  minimis  values  for  this  non-attainment  area. 
The  project-related  emissions  were  shown  to  be  de  minimis. 
Although  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAPs)  are  not  specifically 
addressed,  Section  6.8.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
includes  a  discussion  of  public  health.  Because  VOCs  and 
PMio  emissions  are  lower  with  the  Airside  Project  than  without 
it,  it  can  be  concluded  that  from  these  emissions  will  also  be 
lower  with  the  Airside  Project  Alternatives,  when  compared  to 
the  No  Action  Altemative. 

Particulate  Matter  (PM)  emission  factors  for  aircraft  are 
very  limited,  at  best,  and  nonexistent  in  most  cases.  Therefore, 
as  a  consen/ative,  worst-case  assumption,  the  air  quality 
analysis  assumed  that  all  PM  is  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter.  No  emission  factors  or  approximation  methods  are 
available  for  PMzs.  The  emissions  inventories  for  future 
conditions  and  altematives  are  contained  in  Section  6.4  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and  Appendix  F.  These  inventories 
show  that  all  Altematives,  including  the  No  Action  and  Prefen^ed 
Altemative,  are  well  within  acceptable  criteria.  In  addition, 
dispersion  modeling  indicates  no  violation  of  the  NAAQS  for  the 
pollutants  analyzed  (CO,  NO  and  PMio)  under  any  alternative 
and  future  year. 

Logan  Airport  has  one  of  the  most  comprehensive  and 
progressive  sound  insulation  programs  of  any  airport  in  the 
country.  It  was  initiated  in  1980  before  any  airport  began 
receiving  federal  funding  to  soundproof  homes  under  FAR  Part 
150.  It  is  the  only  program  in  the  country  to  offer  residents  extra 
sound  insulation  treatment  in  a  "room  of  preference"  chosen  by 
the  homeowner  and  it  is  the  only  program  in  the  country 
attempting  to  receive  FAA  approval  to  expand  the  area  of 
eligibility  by  accounting  for  hill  effects.  In  addition,  as  of  the 
1999-2000  constmction  season,  FAA  grants  covering 
80  percent  of  the  cost  of  sound  insulation  (paid  for  by  airline 
ticket  taxes),  combined  with  funds  provided  by  Massport 
through  Passenger  Facility  Charges  and  landing  fees,  had  fully 
funded  the  sound  insulation  of  all  eligible  dwelling  units  in 
Massport's  current  sound  insulation  program.  Despite  this 
accomplishment,  Massport  continues  to  seek  means  of 
expanding  its  sound  insulation  program  exclusive  of  FAA's 
decision  on  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  If  the  FAA  approves 
the  Preferred  Altemative,  Massport  is  committed  to  expanding 
the  program  to  include  all  additionally  eligible  residences. 


Letter  117:  Green  Works,  John  T.  O'Connor,  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

117.6   i  Air  Quality  Model 


Comment 


117.7     Air  Quality  Model 


117.8      Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


The  DEIS  appears  to  siiarply  understate  these  motor 
vehicle  emissions,  by  assuming— inexplicably— that  motor 
vehicle  traffic  growth  will  lag  well  behind  passenger  growth; 
the  direct  opposite  of  what  has  actually  proven  true  in  recent 
years. 


The  DEIS  analysis  does  not  include  aircraft  emissions  at 
altitudes  of  above  3,000'. 

.  ..Massport's  proposal  clearly  flouts  President  Clinton's 
Executive  Order  No.  12898,  making  environmental  justice  a 
key  criterion. 


117.9     Public  Health  Effects 


...Massport  should  be  required  to  thoroughly  assess 
potential  health  effects  associated  with  existing  levels  of 
Logan  operations  on  Massachusetts  residents. 


Response 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  increase 
capacity,  but  rather  it  would  con-ect  a  series  of  deficiencies  in 
the  airfield  geometry  and  operation.  Massport's  plans  to  handle 
the  ground  access  requirements  of  future  passenger  levels  are 
discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR) 
and  its  subsequent  Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual 
Updates). 

Emissions  released  above  3,000  feet  are  not  expected  to  have 
any  ground-level  impact.  Therefore,  a  mixing  height  of 
3,000  feet  is  considered  acceptable  for  this  analysis. 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal  Executive 
Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In 
addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income  populations  was  expanded 
to  include  households  at  1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  This 
analysis  found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse 
disproportionate  impact  to  low-income  and  minority  populations 
caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  bome  by  low-income  or 
minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  minority, 
compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population  of 
38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Prefen'ed  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  associated 
with  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative  includes  a  predominately 
Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is  predicted  under 
worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an  increase  of  0.6  dB  or 
less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change  is  not  a  significant 
adverse  impact.  The  minority  and  low-income  populations  in 
South  Boston  and  East  Boston  affected  by  the 
Prefen-ed  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are  almost  identical  to 
the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into  Jamaica  Plain, 
Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the  increased  noise 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be  provided  to  affected 
communities  in  the  form  of  residential  sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is  presented 
in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Massport  has  provided  the  City  of  Boston  and  public  health 
agencies  with  air  quality  and  emissions  data. 

In  January  1 996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  health 
data,  including  mortality  and  morbidity  from  each  neighbortiood 
in  Boston  and  cancer  incidence  data  available  from  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health.  These  data 
indicated  that  causal  relationships  cannot  be  determined  at  this 
time.  A  review  of  the  1999  Report  to  the  Mayor,  Health  of 
Boston  prepared  by  the  Boston  Public  Health  Commission 
leads  to  a  similar  conclusion.  In  addition,  Massport  has  shared 
the  results  of  the  Soot  Deposition  S/udy  with  public  health 
agencies  and  is  cooperating  with  the  Harvard  School  of  Public 
Health  on  the  South  Boston  Particle  Source  Apportionment 
Study. 

Infomation  on  public  health  issues  is  provided  in  Chapter  6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code     Topic  1 


117.10 


Topic  2 


Comment 


117.11 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Aiiports 


Massport  instead  must  be  required  to  operate  within  the 
context  of  a  true  long-term  transportation  plan  for  our 
region,  one  that. ..makes  maximum  best  use  of  other 
airports  in  our  region  like  T.F.  Green  and  Manchester.... 


Response 

Massport  considers  Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a 
regional  system  of  airports  that  includes  the 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Sen/ice  developments  and 
increased  traffic  at  these  airports  are  a  component  of  the 
region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate  passengers  and 
activity  growth.  By  its  agreement  to  assume 
operational  responsibility  and  the  eventual  ownership  of 
Worcester  Regional  Airport,  Massport  is  working  to  increase  air 
sen/ices  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  its  role  in 
accommodating  air  travel  demand  generated  in  communities 
west  of  1-95  and  1-495.  Greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  will 
relieve  traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  but  will  not 
eliminate  the  need  for  the  Airside  Project. 

Developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  their  impacts  on 
Logan  Airport  are  described  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Regional 
Alternatives 


Passenger  Rail 


...[a  long-term  transportation  plan]  shifts  us  away  from  ever- 
increasing  reliance  on  air  travel,  and  toward  transportation 
alternatives  like  high-speed  rail  that  have  far  lower 
environmental  and  human  impacts. 


117.12  General 
Opposition 


...demand. ..A  binding  and  legal  agreement  which  halts  any 
existing  plans  to  expand  Logan  Airport  in  any  way,  shape  or 
fomi.  Including  but  not  limited  to  the  completion  of  the 
proposed  Runway  14/32  and  the  centerfield  taxiway. 


117.13  Regional 

Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


...demand... a  regional  transportation  plan  that  addresses 
New  England's  long-temi  transportation  needs  with  less 
reliance  on  Logan. 


Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  sen/ice 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports 
are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-temi  strategy  to 
accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth.  Massport  has 
actively  encouraged  the  development  of  regional  airports  and 
full  use  of  other  options,  including  high-speed  rail  to 
Logan  Airport's  largest  mari<et.  New  York.  Regional  sen/ice  was 
examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports  the 
conclusion  greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  will  provide 
passengers  within  the  sen/ice  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable 
alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan 
Airport's  primary  sen/ice  area  will  remain  strong,  the 
improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the 
need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  Airside  Project  will  not  change  Logan  Airport's  airfield 
capacity  of  approximately  120  aircraft  operations  per  hour. 
Regarding  caps  on  airport  operations,  federal  constitutional 
provisions  (preemption,  commerce  clauses,  equal  protection), 
federal  aviation  statutes  and  regulations,  and  contractual 
provisions  related  to  covenants  in  connection  with  the  Federal 
Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  which  Massport  receives, 
restrict  Massport's  ability  to  control  the  number  of  aircraft 
operations  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport  has  undertaken  a 
comprehensive  mitigation  program,  such  as  Logan 
Airport  Noise  Rules,  for  those  areas  that  fall  within  its  powers  as 
proprietor  of  Logan  Airport,  which  are  not  preempted  under 
federal  law. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 1 7. 1 0. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Code     Topic  1 

117.14  Environmental 
Review 
Process 


Topic  2 

Blue  Ribbon 
Panel 


Comment 

...demand... An  outside  evaluation  of  Logan  Airport  which 
assesses  performance  and  makes  recommendations  for 
improvements  within  the  existing  infrastructure. 


117.15 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Public  Process 


...demand. ..Establishment  of  a  citizen's  advisory  board  to 
serve  as  a  liaison  between  l^/lassport  and  the  effected 
communities. 


il 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  El! 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  f^ew  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with 
a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings 
were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background,  the  SDEIS 
Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS, 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of 
the  public,  concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding 
to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and  written 
presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and 
other  independent  industry  experts. 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review  process 
during  the  preparation  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 
Public  comments  were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it  was  filed 
dunng  the  summer  of  1 995.  In  the  fall  of  1 995,  several  public 
scoping  sessions  were  held  to  provide  community  input  to  the 
subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes  for  the  project.  To  assure 
that  the  Airside  analysis  was  conducted  with  awareness  and 
input  from  all  concerned  parties,  the  Massport  Board 
established  the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC),  which 
consists  of  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  (with 
representatives  from  24  communities  sun-ounding 
Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry  organizations. 
Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants  for  the  CAC  to 
provide  them  with  the  capacity  to  professionally  assess  the 
analysis  and  conclusions  of  the  Airside  Study.  Between  1995 
and  1999,  Massport  held  16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an 
additional  15  meetings  with  just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings 
with  the  CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made 
29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent 
Logan  Airporf  s  neighbonng  communities,  and  Massport  held 
45  meetings  with  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching  an 
audience  of  more  than  3,000  people.  Dunng  the  public 
comment  period  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  FAA 
held  two  public  hearings. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with 
a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings 
were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background,  the  SDEIS 
Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS, 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  wntten  by  members  of 
the  public,  concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding 
to  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual 
and  written  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting 
team  and  other  independent  industry  experts.  , 


Letter  117:  Green  Works,  John  T.  O'Connor,  President 


i 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

117.16  Environmental 
Review 
Process 


Topic  2 

Public  Process 


Comment 


117.17 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


117.18    Air  Quality 


Public  Process 


NAAQS 


117.19 


Air  Quality 


NAAQS 


117.20  Analysis 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


Passenger 
Forecasts 


117.21     Air  Quality 


Model 


117.22  ;  Air  Quality 


Impacts 


...demand.. .Appropriation  of  funds  to  conduct  an 
Environmental  Impact  Study  which  includes  an  in-depth, 
long-term  study  of  Logan  Airport's  impact  on  all 
surrounding  cities  and  towns  within  heavily  traveled  flight 
paths. 


...demand... Creation  of  a  Good  Neighbor  Agreement 
between  residents  and  Massport  that  requires  Massport  to 
provide  a  forum  for  good  faith  negotiations. 

The  EIS  fails  to  address  the  NOx/ozone  question  in  a 
meaningful  manner,  for  example,  Massport  has  not 
included  emissions  caps  in  its  preferred  altemative. 

Hazardous  Air  Pollutants. .  The  EIS  fails  to  assess  or 
project  emissions  trends  for  this  particularly  dangerous 
component  of  VOC  and  fine  particulate  emissions. 


...Massport  data  showing  the  relationship  between 
passenger  use  and  traffic  volume  over  the  past  five  years 
suggests  that  Massport  is  "low  balling"  the  growth  in  traffic 
volume  needed  to  accommodate  its  forecasts. 


The  "emissions  gap"  problem  is  heightened  by  the  EIS's 
neglect  of  emissions  outside  of  1  -95/1 28  and  aircraft 
emissions  at  altitudes  greater  than  3000  feet. 


...Massport's  EIS  fails  to  acknowledge  that  a  new  runway 
will  act  to  stimulate  new  growth  and  allow  for  expansion 
and  is  deficient  in  its  assessment  of  the  environmental 
impacts  of  Logan  expansion. 


Response 

To  assure  that  the  Airside  analysis  was  conducted  with 
awareness  and  input  from  all  concerned  parties,  the  Massport 
Board  established  the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC),  which 
consists  of  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  (with 
representatives  from  24  communities  surrounding  Logan  Airport), 
and  1 1  businesses  and  industry  organizations.  Massport  also 
funded  independent  consultants  for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with 
the  capacity  to  professionally  assess  the  analysis  and 
conclusions  of  the  Airside  Study. 

Comment  noted. 


40  CFR  93  instructs  parties  to  address  ozone  compliance  by 
quantifying  its  precursors,  NOx  and  VOCs.  This  quantification  was 
done  for  the  EIS/EIR.  Emissions  caps  and  other  potential 
mitigation  measures  have  been  evaluated  in  the  1999  ESPR. 

Refer  to  Response  to  Comment  1 17.3. 


The  proposed  Airside  Project  will  not  stimulate  additional  growrth 
in  passenger  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport.  Off-site  motor 
vehicle  emissions  estimates  are  shown  in  Table  6.4-9  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Increases  in  the  number  of  vehicles 
accessing  Logan  Airport  are  not  analogous  to  increases  in 
emissions.  As  indicated  in  the  table,  these  emissions  generally 
decrease  in  the  future;  as  a  result  of  improved  motor  vehicle 
emission  standards. 

The  air  quality  analysis  was  conducted  for  motor  vehicle  traffic 
that  can  be  reasonably  distinguished  from  background  traffic  on 
the  regional  roadway  network.  Both  on-site  and  off-site  roadways 
are  analyzed  in  Sections  5.3  and  6.3  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  A  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  is  standard  for  aircraft 
analyses. 

The  Preferred  Altemative  will  not  create  additional  passenger 
demand  or  flight  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  The  Preferred 
Altemative,  and  specifically  unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  would  not 
increase  Logan  Airport's  normal  airfield  capacity  of  approximately 
120  operations  per  hour.  Instead,  Runway  14/32  would  allow 
Logan  Airport  to  maintain  this  capacity  during  periods  of  strong 
northwest  winds  that  now  require  controllers  to  operate  on  only  one 
or  two  njnways,  compared  to  the  typical  three-mnway 
configurations  used  at  Logan  Airport.  The  runway  will  not  increase 
Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity,  nor  will  it  encourage  or 
induce  an  increase  in  aircraft  operations.  The  njnway  will 
substantially  reduce  delays  that  occur  during  northwest  wind 
conditions.  Preventing  these  delays  will  represent  a  real  benefit  to 
the  passengers  and  airiines  that  currently  expenence  them. 
However,  because  these  wind  conditions  and  the  associated  delays 
are  not  regular  or  predictable  and  cannot  be  readily  anticipated,  it  is 
not  expected  that  their  prevention  will  stimulate  growth  in 
Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  above  and  beyond  the  rates  that 
would  have  occurred  absent  the  mnway. 
Instead,  growth  in  Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  will  be 
principally  driven  by  local  and  national  economic  conditions, 
competition  and  pricing  within  the  airiine  industry,  and  the 
distribution  of  airiine  services  and  passenger  traffic  between 
Logan  Airport  and  the  surrounding  regional  aiiports.  The  broad 
range  of  forecasts  considered  in  the  Airside  Project  operational  and 
environmental  analyses  capture  any  potential  vanation  in  future 
passenger  and  aircraft  activity  at  Logan  Airport.  The  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  these  altemative  forecasts  have  been 
evaluated  in  the  Logan  Airport  Airside  analysis  and  GEIRs. 
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117.24    Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 

Massport  and  state  authorities  should  replace  the  current 
Logan  expansion  plan  with  a  regional  transportation  based 
on  energy-efficient  inter-city  rail  and  improvement  of  the 
many  other  New  England  airports. 

The  state  should  initiate  a  true  stakeholder  involvement 
process  to  initiate  the  planning  process  for  a  regional 
transportation  plan. 


Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 17.10. 


Since  1990,  there  have  been  several  studies  that  have 
recommended  regional  initiatives  to  improve  the  efficiency  of 
the  region's  inter-city  transportation  networi(.  These  studies 
reflect  the  cooperation  of  federal,  state  and  local  transportation 
agencies  and  stakeholders.  Section  2.1  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  summarizes  relevant  regional  planning  studies  and 
their  conclusions.  All  studies  have  concluded  that  the  Proposed 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  along  with  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports, 
including  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports,  and  high-speed  rail  services,  are 
all  necessary  for  accommodating  the  region's  future  inter-city 
air  travel  demand.  Refer  to  discussion  of  the  role  of  regional 
alternatives  and  steps  Massport  has  taken  to  foster  increased 
use  of  these  altematives  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review  process 
during  the  preparation  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 
Public  comments  were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it  was  filed 
during  the  summer  of  1995.  In  the  fall  of  1995,  several  public 
scoping  sessions  were  held  to  provide  community  input  to  the 
subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes  for  the  project.  To  assure 
that  the  Airside  analysis  was  conducted  with  awareness  and 
input  from  all  concerned  parties,  the  Massport  Board 
established  the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC),  which 
consists  of  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  (with 
representatives  from  24  communities  surrounding 
Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry  organizations. 
Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants  for  the  CAC  to 
provide  them  with  the  capacity  to  professionally  assess  the 
analysis  and  conclusions  of  the  Airside  Study.  Between  1995 
and  1999,  Massport  held  16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an 
additional  1 5  meetings  with  just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings 
with  the  CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made 
29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent 
Logan  Airport's  neighboring  communities,  and  Massport  held 
45  meetings  with  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching  an 
audience  of  more  than  3,000  people.  During  the  public 
comment  period  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  FAA 
held  two  public  hearings. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with 
a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings 
were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background,  the  SDEIS 
Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS, 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written 
by  members  of  the  public,  concemed  agencies  and  public 
officials  responding  to  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a 
series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the  Project's 
technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent  industry 
experts. 
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11725 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
should  ensure  that  EIS[EIR]  fully  address  significant 
environmental  problems. 

Massporfs  mitigation  measures  are  reinforced  through 
compliance  with  M.G.L.  Chapter  30A,  Section  61  and  through 
specific  state  and  federal  certificates  approving  projects  that 
have  mitigation.  The  status  of  the  Section  61  Finding 
commitments  are  tracked  and  reported  in  the  Logan  Airport 
?999ESPfl  (previously  GEIR). 

117.26 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

. .  .[The  EIS]  fails  to  consider  the  impact  that  the  a  new 

runway  will  have  on  growth-related  emission 

trends. ..Massport  cannot  bacl<  its  assertion  that  "the  overall 

impacts  associated  with  the  Airside  Project  Altematives  are 

beneficial  or  will  remain  imperceptible"  from  an  air  quality 

standpoint. 

The  emissions  inventories  for  future  conditions  and  altematives 
are  contained  in  Section  6.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
and  Appendix  F.  These  inventories  show  that  all  Altematives, 
including  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Altemative,  are  well 
within  acceptable  criteria.  In  addition,  dispersion  modeling 
indicates  no  violation  of  the  NAAQS  for  the  pollutants  analyzed 
(CO,  NO  and  PM10)  under  any  alternative  and  future  year. 

117.27 

Air  Quality 

Model 

...the  analysis  does  not  include  aircraft  emissions  that  occur 
at  altitudes  greater  than  3000  feet... does  not  include 
emissions  from  motor  vehicles  driving  to  and  from 
Logan  Airport  that  lie  beyond  l-95/Route  128... does 
not... include  specific  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAP's)  and 
PM2.5... 

A  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  is  standard  for  aircraft  analysis. 
The  air  quality  analysis  was  conducted  for  motor  vehicle  traffic 
that  can  be  reasonably  distinguished  from  background  traffic  on 
the  regional  roadway  networi<.  Both  on-site  and  off-site 
roadways  are  analyzed  in  Sections  5.3  and  6.3  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Although  HAPs  are  not  specifically 
addressed,  Section  6.8.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
includes  a  discussion  of  public  health. 

Paniculate  Matter  (PM)  emission  factors  for  aircraft  are 
very  limited,  at  best,  and  nonexistent  in  most  cases.  Therefore, 
as  a  consen/ative,  worst-case  assumption,  the  air  quality 
analysis  assumed  that  all  PM  is  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter.  No  emission  factors  or  approximation  methods  are 
available  for  PM2  s. 

Aip  111  i^liti/ 

Mir  vjuaiiiy 

INMMwO 

une  oT  ine  mosi  gianng  □eiiciencies  onne  cio  is  us  laiiure 
to  address  the  potential  impact  of  emission  trends... [it]  says 
almost  nothing  about  the  impact  of  Logan  emissions  on 
ozone.. .makes  no  estimates  of  the  impact  of  precursor 
emissions  on  ozone... fails  to  assess  how  the  increases  in 
NOx  projected  for  Logan  Airport  will  affect  the  state's  ability 
to  meet  the  new  and  stricter  8-hour  average  standard  of 
0.08  ppm. 

uzone  analyses  are  conaucieu  on  a  regional  levei  ana  are  noi 
feasible  for  a  single  project.  NOi;  and  VOCs,  which  are 
addressed  in  the  Sections  5.3  and  6.3  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  are  lower  with  the  project  altematives,  when 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Altemative. 

117.29 

Air  Quality 

NAAQS 

...the  EIS  fails  to  address  a  number  a  critical  issues 
associated  with  NOx.  These  are. ..NOx  is  an  important 
precursor  to  acid  rain... NOx  emissions  to  the  atmosphere 
are  an  important  source  of  nitrate  deposition  to  coastal 
waters. ..NOx  emissions  may  also  form  secondary 
particulate  matter,  which  can  impact  the  respiratory 
system.... 

The  assessment  of  NOx  included  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  shows  a  reduction  in  emissions  from  the 
Airside  Project  altematives,  when  compared  to  the 
No  Action  Altemative. 

117.30 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

The  EIS  fails  to  present  evidence  on  the  particle  size 
distribution  of  particles  emitted  from  aircraft... [It]  should  also 
consider  how  this  particle  size  distribution  is  modified  as  it 
moves  through  the  urban  atmosphere. 

The  FAA  acknowledges  that  little  or  no  information  is  known 
about  the  particle  size  distribution  from  aircraft  emissions.  For 
the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  it  was  conservatively  assumed  that 
all  particulate  matter  is  less  than  ten  microns  in  diameter. 

117.31 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

The  Logan  EIS  presents  no  information  on  hazardous  air 
pollutants  and  their  potential  impact  on  cancer  rates  in 
surrounding  communities. 

Refer  to  Response  to  Comment  1 17.3. 

117.32 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

The  EIS  does  not  sufficiently  address  the  impact  of  its 
projected  expansion  rates  on  airport  traffic. 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  would  not  increase 
capacity,  but  rather  it  would  conect  a  series  of  deficiencies  in 
the  airfield  geometry  and  operation.  Massport's  plans  to  handle 
the  ground  access  requirements  of  future  passenger  levels  are 
discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR) 
and  its  subsequent  Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual 
Updates). 

117.33 

Regional 
;  Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

The  EIS  fails  to  develop  a  regional  transportation  plan  as  a 
serious  alternative  to  a  new  mnway  and  continued 
expansion. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  11 7. 10. 
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117.34 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Impacts 

Runway  14/32  will  triple  the  overflights  and  min  ttie 
Artraretum  for  all  our  citizens. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  additional  analysis  of 
the  project  relative  to  parklands.  As  depicted  in  Figure  6.34  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  the  Amold  Artoretum, 
Emerald  Necklace,  and  Franklin  Park  are  well  outside  the 
65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  associated  with  the  | 
Prefenred  Alternative.  Therefore,  the  Airside  Project  will  have  noi 
impact  on  these  parklands.  In  addition,  the  | 
Boston  Haitor  Islands,  while  within  the  No  Action  Alternative  i 
65  dB  DNL  noise  contour,  will  have  no  noise  increase  under  the  | 
Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to  Section  6.3  of  the  Supplemental  | 
DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  discussion  of  parklands.  i 

;  117.35  1 

General 

Opposition 

More  runways  mean  more  plane  traffic  whicfi  means  more 
pollution  and  greater  environmental  damage. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  is  a  delay  reduction  program  that  i 
promotes  the  efficiency  and  safety  of  airfield  operations  at 
Logan  Airport.  Runway14/32  enhances  operating  efficiency  by 
providing  a  third  available  mnway  in  weather  conditions  that 
require  northwest-southeast  operations.  Similar  three-runway 
configurations  exist  for  all  other  operating  directions. 
Runway  14/32  would  not  expand  the  overall  capacity  of  the 
airport,  since  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of 
120  operations  per  hour,  which  is  available  approximately 
80  percent  of  the  year,  is  maintained  with  Runway  14/32. 
Massport  is  committed  to  ensuring  that  the  airfield  continues  to 
function  as  efficiently  as  possible.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
achieves  this  goal  responsibly. 

;  117.36 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Wfiy  is  it  that  1  have  to  pay  for  an  HOV  lane  on  the 
Southeast  Expressway  that  1  can't  use,  but  Massport  says  it 
can't  limit  puddle  jumpers'  access  to  Logan?  Why  not  an 
"HOV  airport?" 

Federal  constitutional  provisions,  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to 
Federal  Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  prevent  Massport 
from  any  control  over  airline  rates,  routes,  and  schedules. 
Congress  has  specifically  fortDidden  airport  operators  from 
exercising  any  discriminatory  action  against  any  class  of  airport 
users.  Major  factors  in  airiine  competition  are  frequency  of 
sen/ice  and  number  of  maricets  served,  and  Massport  has  no 
ability  to  force  airiines  to  consolidate  or  eliminate  flights  to 
influence  load  factor  or  aircraft  size. 

117.37 

General 
Opposition 

Why  does  Massport  calculate  the  value  of  passengers'  time 
lost  to  delays,  but  ignore  the  economic  costs  Logan 
imposes  every  day  on  its  neighbors? 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  documents  comply  with  all  applicable  NEPA  and 
MEPA  requirements.  A  cost  benefit  analysis  is  not  required  by 
federal  or  state  law  and  would  not  provide  appropriate  context. 
Cost  information  mentioned  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  is  intended  to  provide 
analytic  context. 

117.38 

Noise 

Sound 
Insulation 

Massport  sent  us... a  letter  telling  us  that  we  did  not  qualify 
for  sound  proofing.  Massport  says  our  home  lies  four 
houses  away  from  the  noise  contour  lines  which  Massport 
presently  utilizes. 

Massport  continues  to  pursue  FAA  approval  of  noise  model 
adjustments  that  would  permit  expansion  of  its  sound  insulation 
program  to  include  the  effects  of  terrain.  Massport  also  expects 
to  extend  eligibility  lines  to  include  boundaries  that  follow  local 
streets  rather  than  strict  noise  contour  lines.  Nevertheless, 
Massport  continues  to  believe  that  the  F/^'s  INM  noise  model 
used  in  the  Airside  Project  noise  analyses  accurately 
represents  expected  noise  exposure. 

To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  permit  and  that  funding  is 
available,  the  proposed  sound  insulation  program  will  include: 
(i)  not  only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the 
Preferred  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour 
when  compared  to  the  Airside  Project's  No  Action  Alternative's 
65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour,  but  also  (ii )  Massport 
and  the  FAA  will  continue  to  sound  insulate  and  wori<  to 
complete  the  current  2-year  sound  insulation  program  as 
presented  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR. 

117.39 

Air  Quality 

naaqs 

Because  of  Logan,  East  Boston's  air  quality  violates  the 
Federal  Clean  Air  Act.... 

The  dispersion  modeling  results  indicate  no  violation  of  the 
NAAQS  (N/\AQS)  or,  analogously,  the  C/VA  because  of 
Logan  Airport. 
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117.40  ^  Regional  Regional  Regional  planning-not  runway  expansion-should  be 

Transportation     Airports  implemented  immediately. 


117.41 


Noise 


Impacts 


What  is  Massport's  plan  to  help  abutters  live  with  the 
present  noise  and  contamination? 


Response 

Regional  initiatives  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  the  region's  inter-city 
transportation  network  have  been  studied  since  1989.  Section  2.1  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summarizes  relevant  planning  studies 
and  their  major  conclusions.  A  regional  transportation  strategy  that 
includes  the  expansion  of  regional  airports,  the  development  of  high- 
speed rail,  and  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32  and  other 
infrastructure  improvements  at  Logan  Airport  has  evolved  from  these 
important  studies.  All  the  major  improvements  to  the  regional 
transportation  system  have  been  implemented  except  for 
improvements  to  Logan  Airport's  airfield.  The  regional  airports  have 
been  experiencing  tremendous  growth  in  sen/ices  and 
passenger  traffic  since  1996  and  Amtrak  introduced  its  high-speed 
Acela  tram  service  between  Boston  and  New  York  in 
December  2000.  Massport  considers  Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a 
regional  system  of  airports  that  includes  the  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional  airports.  Sen/ice  development 
and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports  are  an  important 
part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate  growth  in  air 
travel  demand.  While  greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  and 
high-speed  rail  will  provide  relief  to  Logan  Airport,  the  proposed 
Airside  Project  provides  clear  benefits  at  cun'ent,  as  well  as  future, 
traffic  levels.  The  benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
regional  transportation  developments  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future 
growth  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  Airside  Project,  consistent 
with  established  federal  and  state  scoping  directives.  Appropriate 
mitigation  associated  with  the  Airside  Project  has  also  been 
established.  Massport  has  programs  in  place  to  reduce  the 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole. 
These  initiatives  are  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  ar\d  its 
updates.  Chapter  8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summarizes 
Massport's  proposed  project-specific  mitigation  program  associated 
with  the  Preferred  Alternative  including: 
Runway  14/32  would  be  designed,  constructed,  and  operated  to 
handle  over-water  operations  only.  Massport  would  seek  to  constmct 
Runway  14/32  to  reflect  unidirectional  use. 
To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  permit  and  that  funding  is 
available,  the  proposed  sound  insulation  program  will  include:  (i)  not 
only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the  Preferred  Alternative's  65  dB 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour  when  compared  to  the 
Airside  Project's  No  Action  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound 
Level  contour,  and  also  (ii)  Massport  and  the  FAA  will  continue  to 
sound  insulate  and  work  to  complete  the  cunent  2-year  sound 
insulation  program  as  presented  in  the  Logar)  Airport  1999  ESPR. 
For  the  eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund  building  code 
upgrades,  to  the  extent  necessary,  to  implement  sound  insulation 
improvements. 

During  the  constmction  period  an  extensive  array  of  traffic,  air  quality 
and  noise  mitigation  measures  will  be  employed  to  mitigate 
temporary  constmction  impacts. 

A  PRAS  monitoring  system  to  gather  data  and  report  on  the  actual 
achievement  of  PRAS.  The  objective  of  this  system  is  to  improve  the 
FAA's  achievement  of  the  community's  PRAS  goals  and  to  provide  a 
broader  platform  for  disclosure  of  the  monitoring  results. 
While  not  related  to  Airside  Project  impacts.  Massport  will  commit  to 
discussions  with  the  F/\A  with  the  goal  of  instituting  local  or  national 
restrictions  on  the  use  of  hushkitted  Stage  3  aircraft  at  Logan  /Mrport. 
Massport  reports  the  status  of  those  consultations  in  the  1999  ESPR 
and  subsequent  EDR. 

Massport  is  actively  involved  in  many  air  quality  initiatives  and 
explored  other  options  to  reduce  emissions  from  activities  at 
Logan  Aiiport  in  the  1999  ESPR 
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Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  Ell 

Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

117.42  ! 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

I'm  also  concemed  about  the  air  pollution  from  the  planes 
overhead.  Is  anyone  thinking  atx)ut  the  effects  of  that? 

Aircraft  emissions  are  evaluated  to  3,000  feet.  Beyond  this  i 
height,  emitted  gases  and  particles  are  not  expected  to  have 
substantial  ground-level  effects. 

117.43 

General 
Opposition 

Sixty  thousand  jets  over  the  South  End  are  going  to  cause 
air  pollution  and  if  they  want  to  fly  any  lower,  there'll  be  no 
quality  of  life. 

Emissions  are  shown  to  decrease  with  the  Preferred  Altematii 
when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in  substanti 
noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would  enable  the  e 
traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the  PRAS  goals  ar 
decrease  the  population  that  is  most  severely  affected.  For 
example,  implementation  of  the  Prefen'ed  Alternative  will 
reduce  the  population  affected  by  Day-Night  Sound  Level 
values  greater  than  70  dB  by  four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low 
Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent  with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet 
scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with  the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet, 
while  increasing  the  population  exposed  to 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB  by 
two  percent,  zero  percent  and  three  percent  for  these  three 
fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-1 2  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

117.44 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

Eight  years  ago  when  1  moved  into  my  house  in  Winthrop,  1 
could  hear  the  airport,  but  now  with  the  increase  in  air  travel 
1  can  also  smell  the  jet  fuel,  and  tires  burning  from  the 
landings. 

The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  indicate 
better  air  quality  conditions  with  Runway  14/32  and  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  than  with  the  No  Action  Altemative. 

Massport  is  actively  involved  in  many  air  quality  initiatives  and 
explored  other  options  to  reduce  emissions  from  activities  at 
Logan  Airport  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously 
GEIR). 

117.45 

General 

Opposition 

...a  family  who  grew  up  in  the  same  house  near  the  airport, 
at  least  three  of  us  have  gotten  asthma. 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent  to 
Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in  Section  6.8 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health  status  reports 
were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however,  comparable 
public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the  Public  Health 
Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and  Winthrop.A  review  of  the 
available  information  did  not  indicate  any  causal  relationship 
based  on  proximity  to  the  airport. 

The  1999  Massachusetts  budget  included  $150,000  to  fund  an 
environmental  assessment  of  the  health  impacts  of  Logan 
Airport  on  any  community  located  within  a  five-mile  radius  of  th 
airport.  The  final  protocol  for  the  study  is  being  developed.  The 
study  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  summer  2002. 

117.46 

Noise 

Impacts 

The  FAA's  threshold  of  65  decibels  does  not  accurately 
assess  how  many  people  are  disturbed  by  aircraft  noise. 

A  noise  exposure  of  55  to  65  dB  DNL  is  believed  to  be 
generally  compatible  with  residential  land  use,  although  the 
expected  percentage  of  the  population  to  be  highly  annoyed 
ranges  from  four  percent  at  the  55  dB  end  of  the  range  to 
15  percent  at  the  65  dB  end.  Exposure  to  65  to  75  dB  DNL  is 
considered  marginally  compatible  with  residential  land  use  with 
residential  structures  that  have  a  25  to  30  dB  noise  level 
reduction.  In  this  higher  noise  exposure  range,  the  expected 
percentage  of  the  population  to  be  highly  annoyed  varies  from 
15  percent  at  65  dB  to  37  percent  at  75  dB. 

117.47 

Noise 

Mitigation 

;  No  remedy  was  given  [in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR]  for  the 
i  stnjctural  damage  due  to  low-flying  aircraft  vibrating  homes, 
i  school  buildings,  monuments,  and  industrial  infrastructures 
i  within  the  affected  communities. 

Neither  Massport  nor  the  FAA  is  aware  of  any  evidence  to 
support  the  contention  that  stmctural  damage  has  ever 
occuned  due  to  overflights.  Noise-induced  vibration  levels  from 
aircraft,  though  they  may  cause  rattling,  are  normally  less  than 
footfalls  produced  by  people  walking  through  their  own  homes. 

•II 
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117.48 

Environmental 
Justice 

Impacts 

...if  the  plan  is  implemented,  there  will  be  a  disproportionate 
and  exorbitant  increase  in  flights  over  poorer  communities 
such  as  sections  of  Chelsea,  East  Boston,  Everett,  and 
Roxbury. 

Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  ■ 
discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis.  Low-income 
and  minority  populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with 
Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  , 
the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of 
low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include  households 
at  1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income  and  ; 
minority  populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative.  i 

117.49 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Impacts 

The  Harbor  Islands  recreational  area  will  suffer  significant 
noise  impact. 

The  Boston  Harbor  Islands,  while  within  the 

No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative  4) 

65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (dB  DNL)  contour,  will  have  no 

noise  increase  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to 

Section  6.3.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional 

discussion  of  parklands  relative  to  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative. 

117.50 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Base  Year 

...emission  predictor  uses  1993  as  a  contrast  item.. .the 
predicted  emission  reductions  for  year  2010  are 
undoubtedly  minimized  to  favor  a  lesser  environmental 
impact. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  updated  operational 
and  environmental  analyses  of  1 998  conditions  similar  to  that 
contained  in  the  1998  Annual  Update  prepared  in  October 
1 999.  While  the  1999  ESPR  published  in  December  2000 
includes  updated  analyses  for  1 999,  the  differences  between 
the  two  study  years  are  small.  Between  1 998  and  1 999, 
operations  declined  by  2.5  percent,  primarily  due  to  a  decline  in  I 
regional  carrier  operations.  Since  the  fleet  mix  and  runway  use 
varied  little,  the  shape  of  the  noise  contours  and  the  population  i 
impacts  were  also  similar,  with  slightly  less  impact  in  Winthrop 
and  Boston  and  slightly  more  impact  in  Chelsea  and  Revere  in 
1999  compared  to  1998.  The  air  quality  and  other 
environmental  analyses  also  yielded  similar  results.  Since  the 
relevant  comparison  for  evaluating  the  proposed  airside 
improvements  is  the  comparison  between  the  No  Action  and 
Preferred  Alternatives,  and  since  1998  and  1999  are  similar  in 
terms  of  passengers,  operations,  and  environmental  impacts, 
this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  maintains  the  1 998  modeling 
analysis  as  a  representation  of  recent  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport. 

117.51 

/\ir  Quality 

Model 

...the  proposed  action  model  predictor  uses  alternative  1  to 
attain  this  analytical  profile. ..Since  plan  1  was  rejected  in 
favor  of  plan  1  A,  these  data  do  not  necessarily  fit  the 
report's  final  conclusions.... 

The  air  quality  assessment  was  conducted  for  the  No  Action 
Alternative  (Alternative  4)  and  Alternative  1  (the  Prefen^ed 
Altemative  with  PPP)  because  the  full  range  of  potential  air 
quality  effects  is  bracketed  by  Alternatives  1  and  4.  Altemative 
1  results  in  the  same  air  quality  conditions  as  the  Preferred 
Altemative  (Altemative  1A). 

117.52 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

The  additional  combustion  of  gasoline  and  oil  will  increase 
the  total  Volatile  Organic  Compounds  or  Hydrocarbons 
(VOCs)  in  the  atmosphere. 

Although  VOC  emissions  increase  over  time  because  of 
increased  aircraft  operations  activity  at  Logan  Airport, 
emissions  are  lower  with  Altematives  1  and  the 
Preferred  Altemative,  when  compared  to  the 
No  Action  Altemative.  The  decreases  are  attributable  to  both 
the  proposed  Runway  14/32  and  the  taxiway  improvements. 

117.53 

;  Air  Quality 

Impacts 

The  projected  increase  in  passenger  volume  to  45  million  by 

c\J  lU  Will  lldVc  all  dUVcrbc;  cilcLl  Oil  Ulc  lUUdI  udribpuridUUIt 

■  and  air  quality  by  increasing  the  overall  level  of  ozone  in  the 
i  airport  region  and  on  roads  leading  to  the  airport. 

Although  ozone  dispersion  modeling  is  not  possible  for  the 
Airbiuc  riujcLi  ^ucudubc  uzuiic,  wiiiLii  lo  Mul  uircLiiy  ciiiiucu  uui 
formed  through  reactions,  modeling  must  be  done  on  a  regional 
basis),  emissions  and  dispersion  of  ozone  precursors  were 
calculated.  The  NOx  and  VOC  emissions  from  the 
Airside  Project  have  been  compared  to  the  federally  set 
de  minimis  levels  lor  an  ozone  non-attainment  area. 
Project-related  emissions,  which  include  local  transportation 
emissions,  have  been  found  to  be  de  minimis. 

Letter  117:  Green  Works,  John  T.  O'Connor,  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

117.54  1  Air  Quality  Impacts 


Comment 


Response 


Local  airport  traffic  will  also  add  to  ttie  problem  of  Carbon 
Monoxide  (CO)  emission. 


117.55    Air  Quality  NAAQS 


Tfie  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft 
operation  or  passenger  demand  for  ground  access  sendees, 
since  the  project  will  not  induce  additional  passenger  demand. 
Refer  to  the  Logan  Airporti 994/95  GEIR  which  Includes 
Massport's  Ground  Access  Management  Plan  and  forecasted 
Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  for  the  37.5  million  and  45  million 
passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the  Airside  Project 
analysis. 


Benzene,  dioxin,  toluene,  xylene,  and  formaldehyde  are 
known  to  be  toxic  and  carcinogenic  even  at  minute 
concentrations.  None  were  monitored  individually  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  study. 


Toxic  or  hazardous  air  pollutants  are  discussed  in  Section  6.4 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


117.56  :  Ar  Quality  Impacts 


117.57 


117.58 


Ground  Impacts 
Transportation 


Lead  emissions  were  not  assessed  by  the  draft  report... the 
lack  of  sufficient  epidemiological  and  long-term  health 
impact  analysis  due  to  these  pollutants  on  people  in 
affected  communities  is  troubling. 


Analysis  Base  Year 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 


117.59  ^  Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


117.60    Purpose  and  Delay 
Need 


The  expected  increase  in  traffic  load  will  go  on  for  years  and 
will  add  to  the  already  overly  congested  roads  that  lead  to 
and  from  the  airport. 


The  draft  report  chose  1993,  a  year  in  which  flights  peaked 
and  Logan  was  overcrowded,  as  a  base  year  for  statistical 
comparison. 


The  Michael  S.  Dukakis  Administration  in  1989  imposed  a 
form  of  peak  period  pricing  which  dropped  congestion 
dramatically  at  the  airport,  thus,  putting  doubt  on  the  draft 
report's  contention  that  Peak  Pricing  is  not  helpful. 

...even  if  short  delays  are  excessive,  the  US  Department  of 
Transportation  confinned  that  delays  are  not  unusual  for 
major  airports,  even  for  state-of-the-art  facilities  like 
Denver's  Centennial  airport,  which  had  29%  of  its  flights 
delayed  last  year.  According  to  FAA  data,  the  delay 
situation  at  Logan  has  improved  since  1 993  and  is 
essentially  in  equilibrium. 


Lead,  in  general,  is  not  associated  with  airport  emissions.  The 
phasing  out  of  leaded  gasoline  in  motor  vehicles  means  that  [ 
this  compound  is  no  longer  a  problem  in  most  of  the  United 
States.  Issues  related  to  health  are  discussed  in  Section  6.8  of  1 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  | 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  would  not  increase  | 
capacity,  but  rather  it  would  conect  a  series  of  deficiencies  in 
the  airfield  geometry  and  operation.  Massport's  plans  to  handle  j 
the  ground  access  requirements  of  future  passenger  levels  are  i 
discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  i 
and  its  subsequent  Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  | 
Updates).  | 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are  not 
based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 
during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective  to  the 
delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model  calibration. 
The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has 
been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay  results  for  1998  to 
provide  more  current  context  to  airfield  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay  analysis  and 
discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  impacts  of  the  Program  for  Airfield  Capacity  Efficiency 
(PACE)  are  described  and  evaluated  in  Section  3.5.1  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


1 


Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the  use 
of  configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  runways,  when 
poor  weather  requires  increased  separation  distances  between ; 
aircraft,  or  when  airiines  schedule  more  flights  than 
Logan  Airport  can  handle.  The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to 
reduce  delays  at  Logan  Airport  from  adverse  winds  and  taxiway| 
congestion  by  addressing  constraints  at  Logan  Airport.  Delays 
caused  by  conditions  at  other  airports  or  other  factors,  such  as 
mechanical  failure,  are  not  addressed  since  Massport  cannot 
influence  these  delays.  Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  contains  a  discussion  of  the  FAA 
and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  historical  data,  along  with 
comparisons  of  Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States  airports. 

FAA  Opsnet  delays  at  Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993,  declined 
for  two  years  and  are  rising  again.  Anival  delays  which  would 
be  directly  affected  by  Runway  14/32  have  risen  steadily  since 
1994.  I 
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117.61  i  Noise,  Air  Impacts 
Quality 


117.62 


Comment 

The  proposed  runway  would  adversely  affect  the  noise  and 
air  quality  in  surrounding  communities  and  seriously  prevent 
or  hamper  many  redevelopment  efforts  currently  undenway. 


Noise 


Impacts 


The  widespread  broadening  of  flights  over  many 
neighborhoods  would  increase  noise  impact  to  intolerable 
levels. 


117.63  Noise 


Impacts 


The  draft's  conclusions  are  drawn  based  on  data  models 
that  fail  to  analyze  true  health  impacts  or  to  assess 
meaningful  noise  measurements. 


117.64    Air  Quality  NAAQS 


The  EPA  Regional  Administrator  stated  that  the  region  is 
currently  in  serious  violation  of  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  for  ozone,  and  that  any  increased  traffic 
generated  by  the  airport  will  make  the  Commonwealth's  job 
of  attaining  the  ozone  standard  more  difficult.... 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in  substantial 
noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would  enable  the  air 
traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the  PRAS  goals  and 
decrease  the  population  that  is  most  severely  affected.  For 
example,  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  will 
reduce  the  population  affected  by  Day-Night  Sound  Level 
values  greater  than  70  dB  by  four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low 
Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent  with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet 
scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with  the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet, 
while  increasing  the  population  exposed  to 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB  by 
two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these  three 
fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

No  alternatives  violate  the  NAAQS.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  alternatives. 

There  is  no  change  in  the  flight  paths  over  most  of  the 
neighborhoods.  The  only  changes  in  flight  paths  are  associated 
with  new  Runway  14/32  and  these  changes  occur  primarily 
over  water,  not  over  neighborhoods. 

The  models  used  for  the  air  quality  analyses  (emissions 
inventory  and  dispersion  modeling)  are  EPA- ,  DEP-,  and  FAA- 
approved.  The  dispersion  modeling  allows  impacts  to  be 
compared  to  the  NAAQS  (NAAQS),  which  are  designed  to 
protect  human  health  and  welfare,  including  sensitive  groups. 
There  were  no  violations  of  the  NAAQS  for  any  alternative. 
Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  various  GEIRs  and  Annual 
Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in  locations 
were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through  modification  of 
source  levels  to  better  account  for  over-water  sound 
propagation  and  apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power  settings 
than  are  normally  assumed  in  the  noise  model's  database 
(Refer  to  Appendix  F  of  the  Logan  Airport  1996Ar)r)ual 
Update). 

In  1998,  differences  between  measured  and  modeled  noise 
became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its  monitoring 
system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by  aircraft  -  a 
metric  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure  levels 
predicted  by  the  noise  model. 

At  sites  having  exposure  levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this 
improvement  to  the  monitoring  system  brought  measured  and 
modeled  DNL  values  to  within  0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to 
Chapter  5  of  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update).  Massport 
continues  to  investigate  possible  causes  for  remaining 
differences  (such  as  from  hill  effects)  but  believes  the  FAA's 
INM  noise  model  used  in  the  Airside  Project  noise  analyses 
accurately  represents  expected  noise  exposure.  Using  results 
from  a  special  study  of  Tenrain  Modeling  analysis  ( "hill  effects') 
in  Qrient  Heights  and  Jeffries  Point,  Massport  applied  for  and 
received  approval  to  apply  a  correction  to  1 999  contours  to 
account  for  increased  levels  in  Orient  Heights. 

DEP  recently  submitted  a  demonstration  of  an  ozone  (one-hour 
average)  attainment  plan  to  the  U.S.  EPA.  This  plan  includes 
cun-ent  Logan  Airport-related  emissions  and  all  other  emissions 
in  Massachusetts.  It  is  expected  that  DEP  will  be  able  to 
continue  to  include  airport-related  emissions,  which  show 
Massport's  emission  reduction  measures,  in  the  ozone 
attainment  plan. 
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Code     Topic  1 


117.65 


Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 


Comment 


Peak  Period  Pricing  [should  be]  considered. 


117.66 


Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


Most  troubling  is  the  disproportionate,  biased,  and 
significant  increase  in  air  traffic  over  low-income  and 
minority  communities  of  East  Boston,  Chelsea,  Everett,  and 
Roxbury. 


117.67 


Noise 


Studies 


117.68  :  Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


The  report  often  failed  to  reference  the  appropriate  tables 
for  the  graphs  shown. 

To  obviate  the  build  option,  a  regional  solution  should  be 
adopted. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a 
demand  management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  The  analysis 
indicates  that  PPP  is  an  effective  option  when  airiines  schedule 
beyond  the  normal  hourty  operating  capacity  of  the  airport  and 
provides  an  assessment  of  the  extent  of  the  benefits  from  PPP 
under  such  circumstances.  See  Section  4.5.4  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal  Executive 
Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In 
addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income  populations  was  expanded 
to  include  households  at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This 
analysis  found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse 
disproportionate  impact  to  low-income  and  minority  populations 
caused  by  the  Prefen'ed  Altemative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income  or 
minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  is  minority, 
compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population  of 
38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  associated 
with  the  Preferred  Altemative  includes  a  predominately 
Hispanic  neighbortiood  in  Chelsea  which  is  predicted  under 
worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an  increase  of  0.6  dB  or 
less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change  is  not  a  significant 
adverse  impact.  The  minority  and  low-income  populations  in 
South  Boston  and  East  Boston  affected  by  the  j 
Preferred  Altemative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are  almost  identical  to  ■ 
the  No  Action  Altemative.  The  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Preferred  Altemative  does  not  extend  into  Jamaica  Plain, 
Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the  increased  noise 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  wilt  be  provided  to  affected 
communities  in  the  form  of  residential  sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is  presented  | 
in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer  to  the  new  graphics  in  Chapters  4, 5  and  6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  sen/ice 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports 
are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to 
accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth.  Massport  has 
actively  encouraged  the  development  of  regional  airports  and 
use  of  other  options,  including  high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's 
largest  mart<et.  New  Yori<.  Regional  sen/ice  was  examined  in 
Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports  the 
conclusion  that  greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  will  provide 
passengers  within  the  service  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable 
altemative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within 
Logan  Airport's  primary  sen/ice  area  will  remain  strong,  the 
improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the 
need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  117:  Green  Works,  John  T.  O'Connor,  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

117.69    Public  Health  Effects 


Comment 

Failure  to  see  the  environmental  impact  of  the  build  option 
will  condemn  hundreds  of  thousand  of  local  residents  to 
living  w\U  deteriorating  medical,  social,  and  environmental 
conditions. 


117.70  Alternatives 


Runw/ay  14/32 


Given  H/lassport's  history  at  keeping  promises,  it  current 
assurance  that  runway  14/32  will  be  unidirectional  is 
dubious  at  besL... 


117.71 

Public  Health 

Effects 

...Massport...has  not  addressed  the  long-term  and 
cumulative  impact  of  pollutants  on  our  health  and  the 
environment  in  a  satisfactory  manner. 

117.72 

Environmental 
Justice 

Impacts 

The  FAA  and  Massport  have  failed  to  make  even  minimal 
efforts  to  avoid  impacts  to  these  protected  communities. 

Response 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent  to 
Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in  Secton  6.8 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health  status  reports 
were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however,  comparable 
public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the  Public  Health 
Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and  Winthrop.  A  review  of  the 
available  infomnation  did  not  indicate  any  causal  relationship 
based  on  proximity  to  the  airport. 

The  1 999  Massachusetts  budget  included  $1 50,000  to  fund  an 
environmental  assessment  of  the  health  impacts  of  Logan 
Airport  on  any  community  located  within  a  five-mile  radius  of  the 
airport.  The  final  protocol  for  the  study  is  being  developed.  The 
study  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  summer  2002. 

Emissions  are  shown  to  decrease  with  the  Preferred  Alternative 
when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  (i.e.,  all  aircraft 
amvals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the  Runway  32 
approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from  the  Runway  14 
heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State  approval  under  MEPA 
and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will  allow  Runway  14/32  to 
proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent  with  the  stated  unidirectional 
limitations.  Consistent  with  any  such  approvals,  Massport  will 
light  and  stripe  Runway  14/32  to  accommodate  unidirectional 
operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is 
within  1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable 
PAA  approach  surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby 
precluding  arrivals  from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another 
factor  limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack 
of  available  facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow  maximum 
use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit  operational 
impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly  reinforce  these 
important  environmental  benefits,  Massport  has  designated  the 
intended  unidirectional  limitation  on  Runway  14/32  as  a 
mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that  any  state  and  federal 
approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce  the  unidirectional  limitations 
intended  for  Runway  14/32. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 1 7.9. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  11 7.66. 


Letter  117:  Green  Works,  John  T.  O'Connor,  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

117.73  Regional 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 


A  regional  approach  to  reducing  the  ground  and  air  traffic 
loads  is  needed... Any  credible  model  for  pollutant  reduction 
includes  efforts  such  as  replacing  short  haul  air  traffic  and 
its  associated  ground  automobile  traffic  with  electrified  high 
speed  rail. 


Response 

Massport  has  actively  encouraged  regional  transportation 
alternatives  to  Logan  Airport,  including  rail.  Massport  supports 
intercity  rail  planning  through  its  membership  in  the  Boston 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (MPO).  The  MPO  is  a 
cooperative  planning  board  whose  membership  also  includes 
MassHighway,  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council;  MBTA,  and 
MBTA  Advisory  Board.  As  members  of  the  MPO,  Massport  and 
these  agencies  are  responsible  for  preparing  the  Boston 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  and  the 
Transportation  Plan  for  the  Boston  Region.  In  this  capacity, 
Massport  influences  regional  transportation  plans  for  intercity 
rail.  Massport  also  holds  a  seat  on  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  (CAC)  of  the  MBTA's  North-South  Rail  Link  Project 
The  CAC  met  monthly  and  provided  a  forum  for  Massport  and 
the  MBTA  to  coordinate  their  ridership  estimates  and 
assessments  of  the  relationship  of  the  North-South  Rail  Link  on 
airport  access  and  airport  usage.  To  date,  the  North-South 
Rail  Link  Project  has  not  received  funding  and  will  not  impact 
Logan  Airport  over  the  study  time  frame.  Should  the 
North-South  Rail  Link  be  constructed,  resulting  passenger 
diversions  from  Logan  Airport  to  rail  could  reach 
46,700  annual  passengers,  or  less  than  one-half  of  one  percent 
of  Logan  Airporf  s  total  annual  traffic. 


Letter  117:  Green  Works,  John  T.  O'Connor,  President 


Thomas  A  Kershaw  Remarks 

April  7,  1999:  6:00  pm 
State  Transportation  Building  :  Conference  Room  5  &  6 

LETTER  118  . 

Hampshire  House  restaurant  calls  for  action  on  Logan  Airport 
unidirectional  runway  14/32 

•  The  proposed  Logan  Airport  runway  14/32  is  critical  to 
the  health  of  Boston's  future  convention  and  business 
travel  -  and  restaurants  that  depend  on  the  visitor  industry 
-and  I  urge  state  and  federal  officials  to  move  forward  on 
approval  of  this  project. 

•  If  we  do  not  act  on  this  now  we  will  be  making  a  multi- 
billion  dollar  mistake  on  Boston's  future 

•  Our  competitive  position  as  a  leading  visitor  destination  is 
directly  Wed  to  the  ability  of  Logan  Airport  to  handle  the 
region's  air  service  needs.  The  new  14/32  runway  will  be 
critical  in  reducing  delays  and  making  Logan  Airport  more 
efficient 

•  The  success  of  the  new  $700  million  convention  center,  that 
will  open  in  the  Seaport  District  in  late  2003,  depends  on  the 
efficiency  of  Logan  Airport. 

•  If  the  delay  problem  is  not  addressed,  it  will  cripple  our 
efforts  to  attract  and  retain  conventions,  meetings  and 
business  travelers  to  Boston.  At  the  very  time  when  the 
new  convention  center  will  open  delays  at  Logan 
International  Airport  will  have  grown  to  the  point  that  will 
be  unacceptable  to  meeting  planners.  As  the  new  center 
reaches  peak  efficiency  -  attracting  more  than  300,000 
visitors  a  year  -  Logan  will  become  a  national  disgrace- 
with  delays  up  to  54  minutes  per  flight! 


I  support  the  development  of  a  comprehenbive  regional 
airport  system  and  the  growth  of  Providence,  Manchester 
and  Portland  Airports-as  well  as  the  high-speed  rail 
system  from  New  York  to  Boston  that  debuts  later  this 
year. 

Nevertheless-  Logan  remains  the  hub  of  the  region's 
transportation  system  for  business  travelers  and  for  the 
convention  and  meetings  market  and  the  success-or 
failure  of  the  industry  and  restaurants  like  Hampshire 
House  depend  on  an  efficient  Logan  Airport. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  118 
Thomas  A.  Kershaw 
Hampshire  House 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


118.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

The  proposed  Logan  Airport  runway  14/32  is  critical  to  the 
health  of  Boston's  future  convention  and  business  travel  — 
and  restaurants.. .Our  competitive  position  as  a  leading 
visitor  destination  is  directly  tied  to  the  ability  of 
Logan  Airport  to  handle  the  region's  air  service  needs. 

Comment  noted. 

118.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

1  support  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  regional 
airport  system  and  the  grovrth  of  Providence,  Manchester 
and  Portland  Airports.... 

Comment  noted. 

118.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger  Rail 

...[1  support  the]  the  high-speed  rail  system  from  New  York 
to  Boston  that  debuts  later  this  year. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  118:  Thomas  A.  Kershaw,  Hampshire  House 


INTERNATIONAL  UNION  OF  OPERATING  ENGINEERS 

AFL-CIO 

120  Mount  Hope  Street  LETTER  119 

Roslindale,  Massachusetts  02131 
Area  Code  (617)323-9300 

William  P.  Ryan,  Business  Manager  FAXphone  (61 7)  323-7821 


April  22,  1999 


119.1 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOE.\  No.  10458 
MEP  A  Office 

100  Cambndge  Street,  20*  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Attention:   Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

The  International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers,  Local  4,  is  writing  today  in  support  of  the 
Massachusetts  Port  Authonty's  Airside  Improv^ement  plan  for  Logan  Intemarional  Airport.  Local  4 
firmly  believes  this  project  is  necessary  to  reduce  delays,  improve  the  quality  of  life  of  our  memgbers 
and  provide  much  needed  employment  oppormnities. 

Delays  at  Logan  are  consistently  among  the  worst  in  the  United  States.  These  delays  are  not  only 
inconvement,  thev  are  cosdy.  In  1998  debys  at  Logan  cost  airlines  and  their  passengers  nearly  $310 
million.  These  losses  ultimately  affect  the  livelihood  of  many  working  men  and  women  as  it  impedes 
the  ability  of  Boston  and  the  region  to  compete  m  a  global  economy. 

A  major  component  of  the  Airside  Improvement  Project,  Runway  14/32,  provides  sigmficant  noise  j  j  Q  2 
relief  our  members  living  in  the  highest  impacted  noise  areas  of  East  Boston's  Bayswater,  Revere's 
Beachmont  and  Winthrop's  Court  Road  and  Pomt  Shirley  as  well  as  South  Boston's  Castle  Island  area. 
The  new  unidirectional  Runway  shifts  75,000  flights  over  water  rather  than  over  communities.  It  also 
allows  noise  impacts  to  be  spread  more  equitably  across  communities.  The  proposed  centerfield  taxiwav 
and  other  improvements  would  further  enhance  air  quality  by  reducing  aircraft  idling  and  queuing  on 
the  airfield  and  reduce  ground  noise  from  taxing  aircraft  to  adjacent  neighborhoods. 


With  an  annual  economic  impact  of  $5  billion,  Logan  International  Airport  is  direcdy  responsible  for 
creating  more  than  15,000  jobs  in  this  area,  many  of  which  are  the  hard  working  men  and  women  of 
the  International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers. 


Mr.  Arthur  l^ugsley  -2-  April  22,  1999 


It  is  therefore,  without  reservation,  that  Lxjcal  4  wholeheartedly  supports  Airside  Improvements  at 
Logan  Airport  and  eagerly  looks  forward  to  the  projects  approval. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter 
Sincerely  yours, 


Wilham  P.  Ryan,( 
Business  Manager 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  119 
International  Union  of 
Operating  Engineers  -  Local  4 
William  P.  Ryan,  Business  Manager 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

119.1 

General 
Support 

Local  4  firmly  believes  this  project  is  necessary  to  reduce 
delays,  improve  the  quality  of  life  of  our  members  and 
provide  much  needed  employment  opportunities. 

Comment  noted. 

119.2 

Noise 

Runway  Use 

...Runway  14/32,  provides  significant  noise  relief  for  our 
members  living  in  the  highest  impacted  noise  areas  of 
East  Boston's  Bayswater,  Revere's  Beachmont  and 
Winthrop's  Court  Road  and  Point  Shirley  as  well  as  South 
Boston's  Castle  Island  area. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  119:  International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers,  Local  4,  William  P.  Ryan,  Business  Manager 


I  OCAt  No.  7 
Boston.  MA 

1  OCAI  No  37 
Providence,  R  I. 

I  OCAI.  No  57 
Worcester.  MA 

I  OCAI  No  357 
Sprmgfteld,  MA 

I.OCAl.No  474 
MarwhCTirr,  N  \l 

I  OCAI.  No  496 
Portland,  Maine 


t^ton  W<yi/^  ^iiMcC  ^ouncU  of  jVeuf^  ^n^^lcmd 

International  Associ^on.gf  Bridge,  Structural 
jc  OmaaYentJl  iBon'-Workerx 


jOSEPH  Mv-'t^lrrL'K^lESIDENT 

444  Washington  Strefr^'  •>i^fl'l0J*  Wobum,  MA  01801 
Tel  (781)  937-8070  •  (7AT)-W'fi067  •  Fax  (781)  937-8370 


LETTER  120 


April  22,  1999 


Mr.  John  C  Silva 

Manager,  Environmenta  Programs 

Airports  Division 

New  England  Region 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Burlington.  MA  01803 


LOCAL  No  501 
Boston,  \AA 

LOCAL  No  523 
Piwtucket,  K I 

LOCAL  No  745 
Portsmouth,  NH 

LOCAL  No  807 
Winciow.  Main* 


Dear  Mr.  Silva; 


1  am  writing  todjy  on  behalf  of  the  International  Association  of  Bridge,  Structural,  Ornamental 
and  Reinforced  Iron  Workers  to  voice  our  strong  support  for  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority's  Airside 
Improvement  plan  for  Logan  International  Airport  The  Iron  Workers  District  Council  firmly  believe 
this  project  is  necessary  to  reduce  delays,  improve  the  quality  of  life  of  our  members  and  provide  much 
needed  employment  opportunities. 

I  personally  have  had  many  problems  getting  into  Logan.  In  my  last  six  (6)  flights  into  Logan  Airport, 
my  plane  was  put  into  a  holding  pattern  just  flying  around  waiting  for  a  runway  to  open.  On  a  trip  from 
Denver,  we  were  in  a  holding  pattern  so  long  that  we  started  lo  run  out  of  fuel  and  had  to  go  to  Rhode 
Island  to  refuel. 


This  is  not  the  way  a  big  City  like  Boston  can  encourage  people  to  visit  our  fair  city  if  they  are 
continuously  held  up  by  delays,  etc. 

Logan  Airport  is  constantly  building  and  expanding.  Those  who  have  built  hotels,  etc,  depend  on  the 
growth  of  this  airport.  1  hey  can  neither  grow  or  expand  if  traffic  is  re-routed  to  another  airport. 

Mayor  Mcnino  worked  hard  trying  to  get  the  National  Democratic  Convention.  If  he  was  successful, 
how  would  we  have  handled  the  many  people  coming  from  all  over  the  Country.  Would  we  send  them  to 
Manchester.  N.H  or  Prcvidencc.  R.I  and  tell  them  to  drive  from  there? 


I  know  that  many  of  the  residents  in  the  town  surrounding  the  airport  arc  concerned  and  are  opposed  to  a 
third  nmway.  However,  people  in  those  towns  still  buy  homes  and  open  businesses  knowing  fully  well 
that  the  airport  is  there. 

The  new  unidirectional  Runway  shifts  75,000  flights  over  water  rather  than  over  communities.  It  also      1  20.2 

allows  noise  impacts  to  be  spread  more  equitably  across  communities,  in  accordance  with  community 

noise  goals.  The  proposed  centerfield  taxiway  and  Other  taxiway  improvements  would  further  enhance    120  3 

air  quality  by  reducing  Jiircraft  idling  and  queuing  on  the  airfield  and  reduce  ground  noise  from  taxing 

aircraft  too  close  in  neig  hborhoods. 


Mr.  John  C.  Silva 
April  22.  1999 
Page  2 

Logan  International  Airport  is  directly  responsible  for  creating  more  than  1 5,000  jobs  in  this  area,  many 
of  which  are  the  hard  wcrking  men  and  women  of  the  Iron  Workers  Union. 

It  is  therefore,  without  ri  servation.  that  the  Iron  Workers  District  Council  wholeheartedly  support's 
Airside  Improvements  a  Logan  Airport  and  eagerly  looks  forward  to  the  projects  approval. 

With  best  wishes,  I  remain 


JMQ/gf 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  120 
Iron  Workers  District 
Council  of  New  England 
Joseph  M.  Quilty,  President 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

120.1 

General 
Support 

The  Iron  Workers  District  Council  firmly  believe  this  project 
is  necessary  to  reduce  delay,  improve  the  quality  of  life  of 
our  members  and  provide  much  needed  employment 
opportunities. 

Comment  noted. 

120.2 

Noise 

Runway  14/32 

The  new  unidirectional  Runway  shifts  75,000  flights  over 
water  rather  than  over  communities.  It  also  allows  noise 
impacts  to  be  spread  more  equitably  across  communities,  in 
accordance  with  community  noise  goals. 

Comment  noted. 

120.3 

Air  Quality 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

The  proposed  centerfield  taxiway  and  other  taxiway 
improvements  would  further  enhance  air  quality  by  reducing 
aircraft  idling  and  queuing  on  the  airfield  and  reduce  ground 
noise  from  taxing  aircraft  too  close  in  neighborhoods. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  120:  Iron  Workers  District  Council  of  New  England,  Joseph  M.  Quilty,  President 


C/o  Ms.  Karen  M.  Maddalena 
R-istRoRtnn  MA  02128 

April  2  i,  1999 

'Executive  OfRce  of  En\Hronmental  Affairs 
.ATTENTION  MEPA  OFFICE 
Mr.  Arthur  Piigsley  #10458 
100  Cambridge  Slrcci,  Room  2000 
Boston.  MA  02202 

i 

Dear  Mr.  Pugslcy: 

Oil  Monday,  Februarys,  1999,  the  JePTries  Point  Neighboriiood  had  its  monlhiy  meeting  Peler  Bliile,  Executive 
Director  ofMassporl  and  his  staff  were  present  at  this  meeting.  They  ga\c  a  presentation  on  the  proposed  New- 
Runway  and  Ta.viway  14/32.  After  the  presentation  an  open  dialogue  took  place  between  Mr.  Blute,  his  staff,  and 
the  participants. 

A  motion  was  made  to  oppose  the  coustructioii  of  the  New  Runway  and  Taxiway  14/32  a  vote  was  taken,  (there  was 
150  people  present)  llie  \  ote  was  unanimous. 

Tlte  Jeffries  Point  Neicliborhood  Association  lias  united  witli  otiier  neigliborhoods  and  other  conmiunities  iu  strong 
opposition  to  tlie  nc^v  rjuway/laii^^-ay  propo.'al  being  niade  by^  ^.'lassport.  P.eprese!i^ati^  es  from  tlie  JPN.A  aiid 
citizens  liave  been  actively  meeting  with  our  sLite  and  federal  government  legislators  to  discuss  our  concerns 
regarding  tliis  specific  proposal,  as  well  as  tlie  core  problem  of  dealmg  with  llie  projections  for  significant  incre:ises 
ill  air  traffic  demand  for  the  region. 

Mossport  has  pitched  tlic  P.unway  14/32  proposal  as  pro'.iding  some  relief  to  some  areas  of  East  Boston  and 
distributing  the  impact  ail  over  East  Boston  Winllirop  at  the  expense  of  Boston  and  other  comnumilies  Even  if  ime^ 
and  wc  have  serious  doubts,  it  would  only  be  shori-term  rclier  We  are  concerned  about  the  entire  Boston  area  as 
well  as  the  surrounding  communities.  Regardless  of  a  new  runway,  and  according  to  Massport's  own  projections, 
demand  for  passengers  and  aircraft  to  come  to  tlic  area  is  expected  to  grow  significantly,  and  fliglit  delays  arc 
expected  to  soar  As  a  physically  small  inner-city  airport,  Logan  has  exceeded  reasonable  capacity  and  cannot 
handle  the  dramatic  projected  demand  without  putting  Boston,  the  Harbor  and  surrounding  communities  in  extreme 
danger: 

Please  laiow  tliai  wc  support  economic  gro^.th  for  Boston,  tlie  Commonwcaltli  and  Ncv.'  England.  Wc  arc  '.\  orl-2ng 
closely  Mayor  Tliomas  Menino,  City  Councilors  P  Scanacchio,  P  Mullen,  F.  Roche,  S  Murphy  Senator 
Tra'.  aglini,  Congressman  Markcy,  Congres.sman  Capuanc  and  others  in  support  of  potential  solutions  to  ib.c  regional 
air  transportation  problem,  such  as  secondan^  airports,  etc.  There  are  answers  to  the  problem,  w  liich  could  bring 
economic  benefit  outside  of  Boston,  but  tr.  ing  to  increase  capacity  at  Logan  is  not  llie  answ  er.  Sucli  a  course  w  ould 
be  severely  detrimental  to  those  of  us  w  ho  call  the  Boston  area  home  and.  ironically,  to  those  \  isitors  expected  to  fly 
here  as  well.  Our  healtli  and  safety.-  are  ah-ead^.-  at  great  risk.  Our  burden  lias  increased  eaeli  >  ear.  We  caiuioi  accept 
more! 

Listed  belov.'  are  tlie  some  of  reasons  we  thank  tliat  Nlassport's  draft  environmental  impact  stud}.-  (EIS./EIP.O  is 
flawed: 

*  Massport's  draft  environmental  impact  .studs  (ETS.^1R)  did  not  rigorously  explore  all  reasonable  allen-iatixes. 

•  Massport  supported  its  conclusions  with  outdated  studies  and  figures. 

•  Tlicre  can  be  not  guarantee  of  "unidirectional  use''  of  Runway  14./32.  This  is  an  FAA  decision  and  tlic  F.A.A  is 
makuig  no  such  guarantee 

*  F.A.A  modeling  was  not  used  F.A.A  data  shows  delay  reduction  since  1993.  Massport's  delay  figures  are 
inflated. 

Affected  comnj^nities  were  not  given  fair  consideration  we  will  bet  23,000  more  flights  over  our  heads 
annually.  Snundnroonng  cannot  mitigate  the  impact  of  this  increase  in  noise  and  air  pollution. 

• 

Huge  is-sues  such  as  air  pollution  and  respiratory,  health,  unequal  impacts,  sccondar)  ground  iraPTic  and  oth.crs  arc 
ignored  or  glossed  over,  enough  so  that  in  truth,  on  might  well  ask  if  there  is  an\ihing  good  to  be  said  about  it.  Y 

Sir.  v.e  need  your  attention  to  thas  issue.  We  ask  tliai  you  listen  to  our  concerns  and  protect  tlic  Quality-  of  Life  in 
our  Community  hear  oiu-  concerns  regarding  our  health  and  the  environmental  impact  of  this  proposal  Tliere  are 
serious  questions  regarding  llie  adequacy.-,  quality  and  reliabilit}-  of  information  supplied  by  Masspo.t.  .Additional 
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Respectfirjlv.  - 


Chairperson 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  121 

Jeffries  Point  Neigliborhood  Association 
Karen  M.  l\/laddalena,  Chairperson 


Code     Topic  1 


121.1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


General 
Opposition 


A  motion  was  made  to  oppose  the  construction  of  the  New 
Runway  and  Taxiway  14/32  a  vote  was  tal<en,  (there  was 
150  people  present)  the  vote  was  unanimous. 


121.2 


Environmental 

Review 

process 


MEPA 


Massport's  draft  environmental  impact  study  (EIS/EIR)  did 
not  rigorously  explore  all  reasonatile  alternatives. 


The  goals  of  the  Airside  Project  are  to  reduce  delay,  increase 
the  airporfs  efficiency,  and  improve  airfield  safety  in  an 
environmentally  responsible  manner. 
Unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  also  give  the  controllers 
considerably  more  flexibility  and  allow  them  to  improve 
achievement  of  PRAS  goals,  and  redirect  many  flights  to 
overwater  routes.  During  very  high  demand  periods,  the 
controllers  currently  have  little  or  no  flexibility  for 
runway  selection.  The  addition  of  Runway  14/32  would  be  the 
single  most  important  mechanism  to  achieve 
equitable  geographic  distribution  of  aircraft  operations. 
Massport  and  the  FAA  are  committed  to  the  PRAS  system  and 
have  been  making  improvements  since  1982. 


The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1 992);  the  Logan 
Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/T axiway  Relocation  Study 
(December  1993);  the  Logan  Final  GEIR  {My  1993);  and  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1  Report, 
published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a  numerous 
physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts  for  reducing 
Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan  Intemational  Airport 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA  recommended  several 
improvement  concepts,  including  unidirectional  Runway  14/32, 
for  further  study.  These  improvement  concepts,  as  well  as 
concepts  from  other  studies,  were  individually  examined  by 
Massport  in  the  Logan  Airside  Feasibility  Study,  published  in 
July  1995.  Based  on  the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  were 
rejected  and  the  most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into 
the  Alternatives  considered  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
alternatives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 
consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 
Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate  that 
alternatives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  provide 
the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay  reduction  and  ability  to 
achieve  PRAS  goals. 


121.3 

Analysis 

Base  Year 

Massport  supported  its  conclusions  with  outdated  studies 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are  not  ; 

Assumptions/ 

and  figures. 

based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 

Methodologies 

during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the  Airside 

Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective  to  the 

delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model  calibration,  i 

The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has 

been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay  results  for  1 998  to 

provide  more  current  context  to  airfield  conditions  at 

Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay  analysis  and 

discussion  of  cun-ent  and  future  delays  at  Logan  Airport. 
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Code 

"12T4 


121.5    ;  Delay 


Comment 

There  can  be  no  guarantee  of  "unidirectional  use"  of 
Runway  14/32.  This  is  an  FAA  decision  and  the  FAA  is 
making  no  such  guarantee. 


iVIodel 


FAA  modeling  was  not  used.  FAA  data  shows  delay 
reduction  since  1993.  Massport's  delay  figures  are  inflated. 


Response 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  (i.e.,  all  aircraft 
arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the  Runway  32 
approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from  the  Runway  14 
heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State  approval  under  H^EPA 
and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will  allow  Runway  14/32  to 
proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent  with  the  stated  unidirectional 
limitations.  Consistent  with  any  such  approvals,  Massport  will 
light  and  stripe  Runway  14/32  to  accommodate  unidirectional 
operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is 
within  1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable 
F/VA  approach  surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby 
precluding  anivals  from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another 
factor  limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack 
of  available  facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 
The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow  maximum 
use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit  operational 
impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly  reinforce  these 
important  environmental  benefits,  l\^assport  has  designated  the 
intended  unidirectional  limitation  on  Runway  14/32  as  a 
mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that  any  state  and  federal 
approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce  the  unidirectional  limitations 
intended  for  Runway  14/32. 

Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays.  It 
includes  a  description  of  F/VA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures 
and  their  limitations,  an  explanation  of  computer  models  for 
estimating  flight  delays,  and  historical  data  on  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  and  other  major  United  States  airports.  The 
methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  includes  the  effects  of 
constraints  at  Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay 
estimates  than  FAA  modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the 
models,  which  have  been  validated  in  previously  published 
studies  of  Logan  Airport. 

The  FAA  Technical  Center  was  responsible  for  the  capacity  an( 
delay  results  in  the  1992  FAA  Capacity  Enhancement  Report 
for  Logan  Airport  that  concluded  the  need  for  Runway  14/32, 
reduced  minimums  and  taxiway  improvements.  The  Technical 
Center  simulated  Logan  Airport  airfield  operations  with  the 
RDSM  model  and  estimated  that  when  activity  reached 
504,000  annual  operations,  total  delay  would  exceed 
260,000  hours  per  year.  The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
forecasts  delays  to  increase  to  157,500  hours  per  year  when 
annual  operations  reach  510,000  with  the  29M  Low  Fleet 
scenario.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  compares  the  FAA 
Technical  Center  delay  estimates  in  1992  with  those  of  the 
Logan  Airside  Project  estimates.  The  FAA  has  concluded  that 
the  Airside  delays  represent  "a  plausible  and  conservative 
estimate...." 

The  FAA  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the  most 
delay  prone  airports  in  the  United  States  Logan  Airport's 
estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over  five  times  the  FAA's 
20,000-hour  threshold  for  a  severely  delayed  airport. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

121.6      Noise  Sound  Soundproofing  cannot  mitigate  the  impact  of  tills  increase  in 

Insulation         noise  and  air  pollution. 


121.7 


Public  Healtfi 


Effects 


Huge  issues  sucfi  as  air  pollution  and  respiratory  fiealtfi, 
unequal  impacts,  secondary  ground  traffic  and  otfiers  are 
ignored  or  glossed  over,  enougfi  so  tfiat  in  truth,  one  might 
well  ask  if  there  is  anything  good  to  be  said  about  it. 


Response 

While  sound  insulation  does  not  mitigate  exterior  sound  levels, 
it  is  a  widely  accepted  measure  considered  appropriate  for 
general  mitigation  of  noise  impacts.  Sound  insulation  reduces 
noise  inside  the  home.  While  the  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  would  bring  additional  homes  within  the 
criteria  for  inclusion  in  the  sound  insulation  program,  the  inside 
of  these  homes  will  have  lower  noise  levels  than  they  would 
have  had  without  sound  insulation  under  the 
No  Action  Altemative. 

The  emissions  inventories  for  future  conditions  and  alternatives 
are  contained  in  Section  6.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
and  Appendix  F.  These  inventones  show  that  all  Alternatives, 
including  the  No  Action  and  Prefened  Altemative,  are  well 
within  acceptable  criteria.  In  addition,  dispersion  modeling 
indicates  no  violation  of  the  NAAQS  for  the  pollutants  analyzed 
(CO,  NO  and  Pt\yiio)  under  any  altemative  and  future  year. 

Noise  was  identified  as  the  only  off-airport  impact  from  the 
Preferred  Altemative  (refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  on  noise  impacts).  Because  of 
improved  airfield  efficiency  and  shorter  delay  periods,  the 
Prefened  Altemative  is  projected  to  slightly  reduce  air 
emissions  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Altemative.  The 
available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent  to 
Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in  Section 
6.8.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  A  review  of  the  available 
information  did  not  indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on 
proximity  to  the  airport.  Construction  will  be  managed  to 
minimize  air,  noise  and  other  impacts  to  the  adjacent 
communities.  All  constnjction  vehicles  will  be  required  to  use 
designated  tmck  routes  and  avoid  local  streets. 
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LETTER  122 


Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association 
C/o  Ms.  Karen  M.  Maddalena 
4  Lainson  Street 
East  Boston,  M.A.  02128 

April  2  L  1999 

E.\ccuti^•c  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
ATTENTION  IVfEPA  OFFICE 
Mr.  .Arthur  Pugslcy  #10458 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

Enclosed  in  this  package  are  petitions  and  Icllcrs  from  the  JclTrics  Point  community  and  impacted 
communities.  Tlie  people  who  signed  these  petitions  and  letters  are  concerned  about  the  expansion  of 
Logan  Airport  and  the  environmental  issues  caused  by  this  orpansion.. 

Listed  below  are  the  some  of  reasons  we  think  tliat  Massport's  draft  enviroiuneutal  impact  study  (EIS/EIRO 
is  flavved: 

•  Massport's  draft  environmental  impact  study  (EIS/ETR)  did  not  rigorously  e.vplore  all  reasonable 
alternatives. 

•  Massport  supported  its  conclusions  witli  outdated  studies  and  figures. 

•  Tlicrc  can  be  not  guarantee  of  "unidirectional  use"  of  Runway  14/.12.  This  is  an  F.A.A  decision  and  the 
FA  A  is  making  no  such  guarantee 

•  FAA  modeling  was  not  used.  FA.A  data  shov/s  dela^'  reduction  since  1993.  ^lassport  s  deIa^'  figures 
are  inflated 

•  Affected  comsiucilics  were  not  ^ivcn  fair  consideration  wc  wi!!  bet  ^3jQ00  more  fli^iitK  o*'cr  our 
heads  annually.  Soundproofing  cannot  mitigate  the  impact  of  this  increase  in  noise  and  air 
po!!ut!oc 


Huge  issues  such  as  air  pollution  and  respirator}-  healllt  wiequal  imnacLs,  secondary  ground  IralTic  and 

 ^  —  -  -O 

said  about  it 


Sir.  v.  c  need  vour  attention  to  this  issue.  Wc  iisk  tlmt  ^'ou  listen  to  our  concerns  unci  *^otect  the  Qu^ilitv  of 
Life  in  our  Community^  hear  our  concerns  regarding  our  health  and  the  environmental  impact  of  this 
prr^p^5v>l  Thcrc  urc  iiericliS  c^ucslions  rc^^rci'*^*^  t\-*r*  o/^rvmi/^*'  rrit^ jiiy  cmd  rclicibiiilv  orinfomxilicn 
supplied  by  Massport.  Additional  health/environmental  studies  are  needed  to  access  the  damage  already 
caused  b^'  Logan  .Airport.  W^e  asic  vou  to  understand  ♦^'^  the  cjualir*.'  of  life  of  Boston  area  residents  is 
threatened.  We  need  vour  helo! 


Rsspe^^  fi  1 1 1  > 


Karen  M.  Maddalena 

1  >  o  I  f-rv»  r  n 


Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  FLANNINU 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  bver,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Name  Address  City  or  town 
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(I 


Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 


NAfVIE 
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u..xiiicd  1  uiiii  i'^eignDornood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  dver,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Name 


Address 


City  or  town 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 


NAME 


ADDRESS 


Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 
Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan'  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32.  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 


NAME 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  6ver,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  aSS  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Name 


Address 


City  or  town 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  builL  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 

NAME  ADDRESS 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 

NAME  f]                   ^                                    ADDRESS                                  ^  ^ 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvennent  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 

ADDRESJ^ 


Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  bver,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 

Name    Address  City  or  town 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

rail  development 

use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  oyer,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Name 


Address 


City  or  town 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  dver,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Name 


Address 


City  or  town 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Innprovement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowenng  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 


Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32.  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 

NAME  ADDRESS 


Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32.  the  CenterTieid  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  builL  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 
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Jelfries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  over,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  i§  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Address 


City  or  town 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  "  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan"  (the  proposed 
construction  of  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  at  Logan  Airport,  and  the  lowering  of  the 
minimum.)  There  are  far  too  many  unanswered  question  to  allow  the  runways  to  be  built.  The 
proposed  runways  will  affect  our  Quality  of  Life.  The  people  who  currently  reside  in  the  impacted 
communities  currently  experience  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  a  polluted  environment  from  the 
planes,  automobiles,  trucks,  busses  and  other  Massport  related  operations. 
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^communities 

SUPPORT:     REGIONAL  TRANSPORT AT1UI\  rL^ivi XX.. ^ 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  over,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessciry  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 

Name  Address  City  or  town 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  dver,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 
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Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  and  Impacted 

Communities 

SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  dver,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Address 


City  or  town 
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Commuitit^ies  Against  Runway^ Expansion 

SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 

Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  dver,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Name  Address  City  or  town 
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\^uinmuntties^A^(i:inst  Runway  Expatfgton 


SUPPORT  :     REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 
rail  development 
use  of  alternate  regional  airports 

NO  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION! 


Massport  is  pushing  for  major  expansion  at  Logan  International  Airport  which  will 
eventually  lead  to  increased  flights,  noise  and  pollution  over,  and  in,  our  neighborhoods 
and  surrounding  communities.  The  new  projects  will  further  erode  our  quality  of  life.  It 
will  also  be  inadequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  soon  after  it  is  built.  We,  the 
undersigned,  demand  that  Massport  and  do  the  necessary  regional  transportation  planning 
fully,  including  high-speed  and  other  rail  development  for  the  Greater  Boston  area  before 
enbarking  on  any  expansion  project.  If  Logan  Airport  is  an  "economic  engine"  for  New 
England,  then  let  the  rest  of  New  England  share  in  its  impact. 


Name. 


Address 


City  or  town 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  122 

Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association 
Karen  U.  IVIaddalena,  Chairperson 


Code     Topic  1 


122.1 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 


MEPA 


Comment 


Massport's  draft  environmental  impact  study  (EIS/EIR)  did 
not  rigorously  explore  all  reasonable  altematives. 


122.2 


Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 


Base  Year 


Massport  supported  its  conclusions  w^ith  outdated  studies 
and  figures. 


Response 

Ttie  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  tfie  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1992);  the  Logan 
Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/T axiway  Relocation  Study 
(December  1993);  the  Logan  Final  GE/R  (July  1993);  and  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1  Report, 
published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a  numerous 
physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts  for  reducing 
Logan  Airport  delays  in  Its  Boston  Logan  International  Airport 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA  recommended  several 
improvement  concepts,  including  unidirectional  Runway  14/32, 
for  further  study.  These  improvement  concepts,  as  well  as 
concepts  from  other  studies,  were  individually  examined  by 
Massport  In  the  Logan  Airside  Feasibility  Study,  published  In 
July  1995.  Based  on  the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  were 
rejected  and  the  most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into 
the  Altematives  considered  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
altematives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  Is 
consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 
Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate  that 
altematives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  provide 
the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay  reduction  and  ability  to 
achieve  PRAS  goals. 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are  not 
based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occun'ed 
during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective  to  the 
delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model  calibration. 
The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has 
been  updated  to  Include  modeled  delay  results  for  1998  to 
provide  more  current  context  to  airfield  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay  analysis  and 
discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  117;  Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association,  Karen  1^.  Maddalena,  Chairperson 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  Ell 


Code 
122.3 


Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

Alternatives        Runway  14/32     There  can  be  no  guarantee  of 'unidirectional  use"  of 

Runway  14/32.  Ttiis  is  an  FAA  decision  and  tfie  FAA  is 
I  making  no  such  guarantee. 


122.4      Delay  Model  FAA  modeling  was  not  used.  FAA  data  shows  delay  reduction 

since  1993.  Massports  delay  figures  are  inflated. 


Response 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemei 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  (i.e.,  all  airci 
arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the  Runway  32 
approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from  the  Runway  1 
heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State  approval  under  MEP^ 
and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will  allow  Runway  14/32  to 
proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent  with  the  stated  unidirection 
limitations.  Consistent  with  any  such  approvals,  Massport  will 
light  and  stripe  Runway  14/32  to  accommodate  unidirectional 
operations  only. 

Furthennore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the  unidirectional 
requirements  of  that  improvement  concept  The  Hyatt  Hotel  an 
Conference  Center,  which  is  1 74  feet  high,  is  within  1 ,300  feet 
of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the  Hyatt  Hotel  and 
Conference  Center  invades  applicable  f^AA  approach  surface 
glide  slope  requirements,  thereby  precluding  arrivals  from  the 
west  to  the  Runway  1 4.  Another  factor  limiting  westerly 
operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available  facilities  to 
allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow  maximum 
use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit  operational 
impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly  reinforce  these 
important  environmental  benefits,  Massport  has  designated  the 
intended  unidirectional  limitation  on  Runway  14/32  as  a 
mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that  any  state  and  federal 
approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce  the  unidirectional  limitations 
intended  for  Runway  1 4/32.  , 

Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  ' 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays.  It 
includes  a  description  of  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures 
and  their  limitations,  an  explanation  of  computer  models  for 
estimating  flight  delays,  and  historical  data  on  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  and  other  major  United  States  airports.  The 
methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  includes  the  effects  of 
constraints  at  Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay 
estimates  than  FAA  modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the 
models,  which  have  been  validated  in  previously  published 
studies  of  Logan  Airport. 

The  F/\A  Technical  Center  was  responsible  for  the  capacity  and ' 
delay  results  in  the  1992  FAA  Capacity  Enhancement  Report 
for  Logan  Airport  that  concluded  the  need  for  Runway  14/32, 
reduced  minimums  and  taxiway  improvements.  The  Technical 
Center  simulated  Logan  Airport  airfield  operations  with  the 
RDSIM  model  and  estimated  that  when  activity  reached 
504,000  annual  operations,  total  delay  would  exceed 
260,000  hours  per  year.  The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
forecasts  delays  to  increase  to  1 57,500  hours  per  year  when 
annual  operations  reach  510,000  with  the  29M  Low  Fleet 
scenario.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  compares  the  F/VA 
Technical  Center  delay  estimates  in  1992  with  those  of  the 
Logan  Airside  Project  estimates.  The  FAA  has  concluded  that 
the  Airside  delays  represent  "a  plausible  and  conservative 
estimate...." 

The  FAA  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the  most 
delay  prone  airports  in  the  United  States  Logan  Airport's 
estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over  five  times  the  FAA's 
20,000-hour  threshold  for  a  severely  delayed  airport. 


Letter  117:  Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association,  Karen  M.  Maddalena,  Chairperson 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


122.5    i  Noise 


Topic  2  Comment 

Sound  I  Soundproofing  cannot  mitigate  the  impact  of  this  increase  in 

Insulation  noise  and  air  pollution. 


122.6     Public  Health  Effects 


Huge  issues  such  as  air  pollution  and  respiratory  health, 
unequal  impacts,  secondary  ground  traffic  and  others  are 
ignored  or  glossed  over,  enough  so  that  in  truth,  one  might 
well  ask  if  there  is  anything  good  to  be  said  about  it. 


Response 

While  sound  insulation  does  not  mitigate  exterior  sound  levels, 
it  is  a  widely  accepted  measure  considered  appropriate  for 
general  mitigation  of  noise  impacts.  Sound  insulation  reduces 
noise  inside  the  home.  While  the  implementation  of  the 
Prefened  Altemative  would  bring  additional  homes  within  the 
criteria  for  inclusion  in  the  sound  insulation  program,  the  inside 
of  these  homes  will  have  lower  noise  levels  than  they  would 
have  had  without  sound  insulation  under  the 
No  Action  Altemative. 

The  emissions  inventories  for  future  conditions  and  alternatives 
are  contained  in  Section  6.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
and  Appendix  F.  These  inventories  show  that  all  Alternatives, 
including  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Altemative,  are  well 
within  acceptable  criteria.  In  addition,  dispersion  modeling 
indicates  no  violation  of  the  NAAQS  for  the  pollutants  analyzed 
(CO,  NO  and  PMio)  under  any  altemative  and  future  year. 

Noise  was  identified  as  the  only  off-airport  impact  from  the 
Preferred  Altemative  (see  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental 
Draft  EIS/Final  EIR  for  a  discussion  on  noise  impacts).  Because 
of  improved  airfield  efficiency  and  shorter  delay  periods,  the 
Prefened  Altemative  is  projected  to  slightly  reduce  air 
emissions  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Altemative.  The 
available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent  to 
Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in  Section  6.8 
of  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR.  A  review  of  the 
available  information  did  not  indicate  any  causal  relationship 
based  on  proximity  to  the  airport.  Constmction  will  be  managed 
to  minimize  air,  noise  and  other  impacts  to  the  adjacent 
communities.  All  constmction  vehicles  will  be  required  to  use 
designated  tmck  routes  and  avoid  local  streets. 


Letter  117;  Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association,  Karen  M.  Maddalena,  Chairperson 


LETTER  123 


GOULSTON  &  STORRS 

A  Professional  CoRfORAiioN 
Counsellors  at  Law 
400  ATLANTIC  AVENUE 
BOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS  021 10-3333 
(617)482-1776 

TELECOPY/FAX  (6I7>  574.4  1  i: 


April  21,  1999 

BY  OVERNIGHT  COURIER 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20^^  Floor 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 
John  C.  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Budington,  MA  01^03 

Re:      Comments  to  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("Draft  EIS/EIR") 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  (February  1999) 

Dear  Messrs.  Pugsley  and  Silva: 

These  comments  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  our  client,  LaSalle  Hotel  Operating 
Partnership,  L.P.  ("LaSalle").  Pursuant  to  LaSalle 's  Ground  Lease  with  Mas^port,  LaSalle 
owns  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel  located  at  101  Harborside  Drive  at  Logan  Intemational 
Airport.  As  the  owner  of  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel,  which  in  addition  to  providing 
conference  center  services,  provides  accommodations  for  visitors,  tourists  and  business 
travelers  alike,  LaSalle  is  interested  in  the  proposals  set  forth  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  that  would 
enhance  travel  and  tourism  in  Boston  and  the  greater  New  England  region.  LaSalle  believes 
that  first-class  hotel  accommodations  and  conference  center  facilities  play  a  vital  role  in 
attracting  and  accommodating  visitors  to  the  Boston  area  and  have  wide-ranging  positive 
economic  affects  on  the  region.  On  behalf  of  LaSalle's  guests,  including  those  firom  the 
surrounding  communities,  we  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  pose  some  concerns  and 
questions  regarding  certain  aspects  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR. 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 
Mr.  John  C.  Silva 
April  21,  1999 
Page  -2- 


LaSalle  wishes  to  voice  its  opposition  to  Layout  Option  A,  which  according  to  the 
Draft  EIS/EIR  places  Runway  14/32  in  such  close  proximity  to  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel  as 
to  raise  significant  safety,  noise  and  operational  concerns  that  cannot  be  mitigated. 
Moreover,  Layout  Option  A  would  remove  174  paricing  spaces  (or  71%  of  available  parking) 
from  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel,  significantly  hampering  LaSalle's  ability  to  attract  guests 
and  operate  the  Hotel.  Such  a  layout  would  effectively  ehminate  LaSalle's  ability  to  attract 
guests  for  the  conference  facilities  and  operate  guest  accommodations.  As  stated  in  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  no  viable  option  for  parking  for  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel  would  be  available  if 
Layout  Option  A  moved  forward.  Layout  Option  A  would,  in  effect,  destroy  LaSalle's 
multi-million  dollar  investment  at  Logan. 

In  general,  LaSalle  supports  Massport's  goal  of  improving  service  at  Logan  through 
means  other  than  Layout  Option  A.  It  would,  however,  be  helpftil  to  have  the  proponent 
address  certain  issues  more  specifically  or  direct  us  to  the  existing  studies  that  address  these 
issues.  In  particular,  the  issues  are  as  follows:  (i)  the  noise  impact  on  the  Hotel;  (ii)  the  light 
impact  on  the  Hotel;  (iii)  the  impact  on  air  quality  surrounding  the  Hotel;  (iv)  any  mitigating 
steps  that  might  be  available  to  lessen  the  noise,  light,  or  air  quality  impacts  on  the  Hotel  and 
who  is  responsible  for  the  costs  of  such  actions;  (v)  the  area  to  which  airplane  parking 
positions  would  be  relocated;  (vi)  safety  factors  for  the  Hotel's  premises  and  mitigating 
actions  that  may  be  necessary;  and  (vii)  access  to  and  from  the  Hotel  and  any  possible 
relocation  of  Harborside  Drive. 

LaSalle  would  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  above  matters  with  Massport 
prior  to  Massport  filing  its  Final  EIR/EIS  so  that  we  can  understand  the  impacts  of 
Massport's  proposal  and  are  satisfied  that  Massport  is  committed  to  providing  adequate 
mitigation  measures. 


cc:      Peter  Blute,  Massport  Executive  Director 

^Betty  J.  Desrosiers,  Massport  Director,  Aviation  Plaiming  &  Development 
Todd  Noonan,  LaSalle  Vice  President 
David  J.  Martin,  Hyatt  General  Manager 

GSDocs-757865-3 


Respectfiilly  submitted. 


Michael  J.  Haroz  / 
as  attorney  for  and  on  behalf  of  LaSalle  Hotel 
Operating  Partnership,  L.P. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  123 

LaSaile  Hotel  Operating  Partnership 
c/o  Goulston  &  Storrs,  l\/lichael  J.  IHaroz 
(as  attorney  on  belialf  of  LaSalle  Hotel 
Operating  Partnership,  L.P.) 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

123.1 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

LaSalle  wishes  to  voice  its  opposition  to  Layout  Option  A, 
...Layout  Option  A  would  remove  174  parking  spaces... 
significantly  hampering  LaSalle's  ability  to  attract  guests... 
no  viable  option  for  parking  for  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel 
would  be  available  if  Layout  Option  A  moved  fora/ard. 

Refer  to  Section  8.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  which 
cleariy  states  that  Option  C  is  the  preferred  layout  for 
Runway  14/32. 

123.2 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

In  general,  LaSalle  supports  Massporf  s  goal  of  improving 
service  at  Loqan  through  means  other  than  Layout 
Option  A. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 23. 1 . 

123.3 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Issues  affecting  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel  such  as  noise, 
light,  air  quality,  mitigation,  airplane  parking  positions,  safety 
factors,  and  access  to  and  from  Harborside  Drive  should  be 
addressed  more  specifically. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives  are 
described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  (previously  the  GEIR)  and 
its  updates. 

Letter  123: LaSalle  Hotel  Operating  Partnership,  c/o  Goulston  &  Storrs,  Michael  J.  Haroz, 
(as  attorney  on  behalf  of  LaSalle  Hotel  Operating  Partnership,  L.P.) 


Lx)gan  Airlines  Management  Council 


UMCO 


April  7,  ::99 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Afl^s 
Attn.:  MEPA 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 
EOEA  #10458 

100  Cambridge  St.  -  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

We,  the  undersigned  executive  board  members  of  LAMCO  (Logan  Airlines  Management 
Council),  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the  series  of  airside  improvements  currently 
proposed  by  MASSPORT.  In  an  effort  to  reduce  delays  and  improve  efiSciency  on 
Logan's  airfield,  we  support  the  following  projects: 

*  Construction  of  a  uni-directional  runway  14/32  for  over  the  water  operations. 

*Construction  of  a  centerfield  taxiway  to  reduce  taxiway  congestion. 

*Realignment  and  extension  of  existing  taxiways  to  enhance  airfield  safety. 

*Reduction  of  approach  minimums  on  runways  to  upgrade  Logan  Airport  to 
industry  standards. 

The  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council  is  comprised  of  the  following  member  carriers: 


Aer  Lingus 
Air  France 
Alitalia 
Atlantic  Coast  Airlines 


Air  Canada 
America  West 
American 


JLX)gan  Airlines  Management  Council 


UMCO 


British  Airways 

Cape  Air 

Delta 

Eastwind 

Icelandair 

LufthansaMidway 

Northwest 

Sun  Country 

TAP/Air  Portugal 

Trans  States 

USAirways 

US  Airways  Express 


Business  Express 
Continental 
Delta  Shuttle 
Frontier 
Korean 

Midwest  Express 

Olympic  Airways 

Swissair 

TWA 

United 

USAinvays  Shuttle 
Virgin  Atlantic  Airways 


On  behalf  of  the  over  26  million  customers  using  Logan  Airport,  we  strongly  reiterate  our 
support  for  EOEA  #10458. 


Sincerely, 
LAMCO 


Charles  Ferrara,  President 


Speros  Frangules,  Vice  President  (^/:^c<^  ^J^^^'*^;^^ 


Robert  Costello,  Secretary/Treasurer 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  124 

Logan  Airlines  Management  Council 
Charles  Ferrara,  President 


Code     Topid  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


124.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

We,  the  undersigned  executive  board  members  of 
LAMCO  (Logan  Airlines  Management  Council),  wish  to 
express  our  support  for  the  series  of  airside  improvements 
currently  proposed  by  Massport...to  reduce  delays  and 
improve  efficiency  on  Logan's  airfield.... 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  124:  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council,  Charles  Ferrara,  President 


April  7,  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  LETTER  125 

ATTN:  MEPA 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

EOEA  #10458  -  "^ 

1 00  Cambridge  St.  -  20*^  Floor  ^ 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

We,  the  undersigned  co-chairpersons  of  the  LAMCO  (Logan  Airlines  Management  Council)      i  OC  1 
Cargo  sub-committee  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the  series  of  airside  improvements      \L\J.  \ 
currently  proposed  by  Massport.   hi  an  effort  to  reduce  delay  and  improve  efficiency  on 
Logan's  airfield,  we  support  the  following  projects: 

=>  Construction  of  an  uni-directional  runway  1 4/32  for  over  the  water  operations. 

=>  Construction  of  a  centerfield  taxiway  to  reduce  taxiway  congestion. 

=^  Realignment  and  extension  of  existing  taxiways  to  enhance  airfield  safety. 

Reduction  of  approach  minimums  on  runways  to  upgrade  Logan  Airport  to  industry 
standards. 

On  behalf  of  our  Customers,  who  annually  ship  over  814  million  tons  of  cargo  and  mail  in  and 
out  of  Logan  Airport,  we  strongly  reiterate  our  support  for  the  Logan  Airside  Improvement 
Planning  Project  (EOEA  #10458). 

Sincerely, 


JeffEaly 
Co-Chairperson 


Enrico  Miranda 
Co-Chairperson 


.1 


William  Taylor 
Co-Chairperson 


CARGO  SUBCOMMITTEE 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


I 


Letter  125 

Logan  Airlines  l\/lanagement  Council 
Cargo  Subcommittee,  Co-Chairpersons 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


125.1 

Purpose  and 

Delay 

We,  the  undersigned  co-chairpersons  of  the  LAMCO 

Comment  noted. 

Need 

(Logan  Airlines  Management  Council)  Cargo  sub- 

committee wish  to  express  our  support  for  the  series 

of  airside  improvements  currently  proposed  by 

Massport-.-to  reduce  delay  and  improve  efficiency  on 

Logan's  airfield.... 

Letter  125:  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council,  Cargo  Subcommittee,  Co-Chairpersons 


LETTER  126 


Manchester  Airport     02  April  1999 
One  Airport  Road 
Suite  300 
Manchester.  NH 
03103-3395 
Tel  603-624-6539 
Fax:  603-556^101 
Ittp  /Avww  (lymancfiesier  com 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20'^  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

Please  accept  this  letter  as  a  comment  on  Logan  Airport's  Airside  Improvements 
Project.  There  have  been  many  comments  made  by  various  officials  regarding 
Massport's  dedication  and  commitment  to  a  regional  approach  for  the  mitigation 
of  impacts. 

I  wish  to  assure  you  as  Director  of  Manchester  Airport  that  for  the  past  five  years 
Massport  has  worked  diligently  with  the  regional  airports  of  New  England  in  an 
effort  to  find  some  regional  solutions  to  the  congestion  at  Logan  Airport.  These 
meetings  have  resulted  in  various  approaches  for  many  of  the  regional  airports 
depending  upon  their  ability  to  take  on  more  traffic,  and  their  proximity  to  Logan 
Airport.  Massport's  work  with  Worcester  Airport  is  well  noted  and  I  need  not 
comment  on  it  here. 

The  unprecedented  growth  at  T.F.  Green  in  Providence  and  Manchester  Airport 
in  New  Hampshire  is  a  testament  to  the  regional  approach  we  all  have  been 
taking.  However,  one  must  understand  that  Logan's  Airside  Improvements  are 
complimentary  to  the  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of  improvements  already 
done  at  T.F.  Green  and  Manchester  Airport.  One  will  not  work  without  the 
other.  For  airports  that  are  further  away  in  distance  from  Logan,  peak  hour 
pricing  is  a  very  viable  and  supportable  solution. 

I  cannot  reiterate  strongly  enough  how  much  Massport  has  been  involved  in  the 
regional  attempt  to  mitigate  traffic  congestion,  but,  I  must  also  strongly  emphasis 
that  no  matter  how  much  increased  air  traffic  Providence  and  Manchester  may  be 
able  to  manage,  Logan  must  still  improve  its  airside  efficiency. 


Alfred  Testa,  Jr. 

Director 


I  am  moving  on  to  become  the  Director  of  Philadelphia  International  Airport 
where,  by  the  way,  a  uni-directional  commuter  runway  is  under  construction  for 
exactly  the  same  reasons  Logan  is  seeking  to  do  the  same. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  me  at  Philadelphia 
International  Airport. 


cc:    Betty  Desrosiers/Massport 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  126 
Manchester  Airport 
Alfred  Testa  Jr.,  Airport  Director 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


126.1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

1  wish  to  assure  you  as  Director  of  Manchester  Airport  that 
for  the  past  five  years  Massport  has  worked  diligently  with 
the  regional  airports  of  New  England  in  an  effort  to  find 
some  regional  solutions  to  the  congestion  at  Logan 
Airport. 

Comment  noted. 

126.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

...Logan's  Airside  Improvements  are  complimentary  to  the 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of  improvements  already 
done  at  T.F.  Green  and  Manchester  Airport.  One  will  not 
wort<  without  the  other. 

Comment  noted. 

126.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

For  airports  that  are  further  away  in  distance  from  Logan, 
peak  hour  pricing  is  a  very  viable  and  supportable 
solution. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a 

demand  management  altemative  at  Logan  Airport.  The 

analysis  indicates  that  PPP  is  an  effective  option  when 

airlines  schedule  beyond  the  normal  hourly  operating 

capacity  of  the  airport.  See  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR. 

126.4 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

...no  matter  how  much  increased  air  traffic  Providence 
and  Manchester  may  be  able  to  manage,  Logan  must  still 
improve  its  airside  efficiency. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  126:  Manchester  Airport,  Alfred  Testa  Jr.,  Airport  Director 


Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 

208  South  Great  Road 
Lincoln,  Massachusetts  01773 

(781 )  259-9500    ^P"!  ^2.  1998 

Roben  Durand,  Secretaiy 
Executive  Office  of  Environmenial  Affairs 
Anhur  Pugsley,  EOEA  #10458 
100  Cambridge  St.,  20*Flcx3r 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:  MEPA  Unit 

Re:      EOEA  #10458.  Logan  Airyide  Improvements,  Boston  and  Winthrop 
Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

On  behalf  of  the  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society,  I  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIR/EIS)  for  the  above-referenced 
project. 

The  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society  has  not  conducted  an  in-depth  review  of  this  document, 
therefore  our  comments  will  be  limited  to  two  aspects:  general  transportation  planning  issues  and  proposed 
rare  species  impact  mitigation. 

Transportation  Plannln£. 

Massport  has  proposed  these  alrslde  improvement  to  alleviate  cvirrent  and  future  delays  at  L<igan. 
Meanwhile,  other  related  planning  and  transporration  activities  are  ongoing,  including  the  proposal  for 
Massport  to  take  over  management  of  Worcester  Airpon.  discussion  of  the  roles  of  regional  airports  boih 
within  Massachusetts  and  in  neighboring  states,  provision  of  high  speed  rail  service  to  New  York,  and  the 
North-South  Rail  Liiik  project.  All  of  these  projects  and  activities  have  some  bearing  on  the  congestjon 
.siaiation  at  Logan.  There  are  also  environmental  and  community  impacts  associated  with  many  of  the 
alternatives  under  consideration,  particularly  the  aviation  alternatives.  Decisions  on  the  future 
configuration  of  the  commonwealth's  and  New  England's  transportation  networJcs  have  huge  implications 
for  land  use  and  environmental  quality.  These  decisions  should  not  be  based  only  on  an  uncoordinated 
series  of  independent  environmental  reviews  for  specific  alternative  projects.  There  should  be  some  more 
centralired,  organized  approach  which  fully  engages  the  public.  The  Massachu.<;etts  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (MEPA)  process  is  a  good  mechanism  for  public  participation,  and  we  urge  you  to  determine  means  of 
hener  coordinating  the  state's  transportation  improvement  planning  processes  through  MEPA. 

The  Draft  ECR/EIS  shows  that  alternatives  to  aviation  travel,  including  increased  reliance  on  rail 
and  video  conferencing,  may  divert  up  to  7.3  nullion  passengers  away  from  Logan  in  the  year  2010  (Table 
2.4-9).  Nearly  half  of  this  diversion  amount  is  attributed  to  diversion  to  other  regional  airports,  which  will 
transfer  some  of  the  impacts  to  other  sites  without  fundamentally  alleviating  aviation  impacts  such  as  noise 
impacts  on  neighborhoods.  However,  this  analysis  does  Indicate  that  Logan  passenger  demand  In  2010 
may  only  increase  to  30.2  million  compared  to  29  million  today.  Thus,  It  is  clear  that  alternatives  analysis 


LETTER 


is  critical  for  finding  ihc  region's  mosi  environmentally  sound  transportation  solutions,  and  that  this 
analysis  must  indudc  consideration  of  oflwr  modes  Including  the  effects  of  two  major  rail  projects:  high 
speed  rail  to  New  York  and  the  North-South  Rail  Link.  Other  options  such  as  peak  pricing  deserve  fijnhcr 
consideration  as  well.  At  the  same  time,  it  should  be  recognized  that  some  options,  like  ihe  proposed 
expansion  of  the  New  Bedford  airport,  will  have  insignificant  impacts  on  Logan's  congestion  situation 
(potentially  diverting  nnc  cargo  flight  per  day)  while  resulting  in  tremendous  environmental  impaas.  The 
New  Bedford  project  entails  the  largest  wetland  fill  ever  proposed  in  Massachusens  since  the  Wetlands 
Protection  Regulations  were  promulgated  in  19S3.  The  relative  utility  and  impacts  of  the  full  range  ol 
alternatives  (aviation  and  non-aviation)  should  be  considered  arxi  subjected  to  public  review  through  the  • 
MCEPA  process. 

Rare  Soeciea 

Habitat  of  rare  grassland  birds,  notably  the  state-endangered  upland  sandpiper,  would  be  destroyed 
by  the  proposed  central  taxiway.  The  DEIR/EIS  mentions  the  possibility  of  restoring  grassland  habitat  at 
Camp  Edwards  on  Cape  Cod  as  part  of  a  mitigation  package  for  these  impacts.  One  rational  for  off-site 
mitigation  (or  off-site  mitigation  combined  with  on-site  mitigation)  is  the  high  risk  of  bird/aircraft  collisions 
due  to  the  high  volume  of  flights  at  Logan.  However,  this  off-site  mitigation  proposal  requires  substantial 
additional  consultation  among  Massport,  Massachusetts  NaniraJ  Hertage  and  Endangered  Species 
Program  (MNHESP).  and  the  military  officials  who  control  Camp  Edwards.  While  off-site  mitigation  has 
the  potential  to  benefit  rare  grassland  birds,  there  are  many  details  which  remain  unresolved,  including 
penTu.s.sion  for  Massport  to  undertake  such  activities  on  Camp  Edwards  land  and  requirements  for 
undertaking,  monitoring,  and  maintaining  grassland  restoration.  Massport  should  be  required  to  pursue 
those  consultations  actively,  and  to  submit  a  near-final,  detailed  mitigation  plan  with  the  FmaJ  EIR/EIS. 

Conclusion 

Many  transportation  improvement  projects,  including  the  proposed  Logan  expansion  and  some  of 
the  alternatives  proposed  to  avoid  the  expansion,  have  large  impacts  of  concern  to  the  affected 
coraumunities.  These  issues  should  be  addressed  in  a  fair  manner,  with  a  level  playing  field  that  allows 
comparison  of  relative  impacts  of  various  alternatives.  The  FEIR  for  this  project  should  be  required  lo 
mor^  fully  evaluate  the  role  of  Logan  within  a  regional  transportation  system  and  to  seek  options  which 
minimize  environmental  impacts  at  all  locauons. 

TTiank  you  for  the  cppiortunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely, 

E.  Heidi  Roddis 
Enviroiunenial  PoUcy  Specialist 


cc:  Massport 

Robert  Bartanowicz,  FAA 

Elizabeth  Higgins  Congram,  U.S.  EPA 

MNHESP 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAR  EIS/FiNAL  EIR 


Letter  127 

Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 

E.  Heidi  Roddis, 
Environmental  Policy  Specialist 


Comment 


Decisions  on  the  future  configuration  of  the 
commonwealth's  and  New  England's  transportation 
networks  have  huge  implications  for  land  use  and 
environmental  quality.  These  decisions  should  not  be 
based  only  on  an  uncoordinated  series  of  independent 
environmental  reviews  for  specific  altemative  projects. 
There  should  be  some  more  centralized,  organized 
approach  which  fully  engages  the  public.  The 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  process 
is  a  good  mechanism  for  public  participation,  and  we  urge 
you  to  determine  means  of  better  coordinating  the  state's 
transportation  improvement  planning  processes  through 
MEPA. 


127.2    ;  Regional  Regional         i  ...[An]  alternatives  analysis  is  critical  for  finding  the 

i  Transportation     Airports,  region's  most  environmentally  sound  transportation 

Passenger  Rail    solutions,  and  that  this  analysis  must  include 

consideration  of  other  modes  including  the  effects  of  two 
major  rail  projects:  high  speed  rail  to  New  York  and  the 
North-South  Rail  Link.  Other  options  such  as  peak  pricing 
desen/e  further  consideration  as  well. 


Response 

Massport  has  actively  encouraged  regional  transportation 
alternatives  to  Logan  Airport,  including  rail.  Massport 
supports  intercity  rail  planning  through  its  membership  in  the 
Boston  Metropolitan  f^lanning  Organization  (MPO).  The  MPO 
IS  a  cooperative  planning  board  whose  membership  also 
includes  MasstHighway,  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council; 
MBTA,  and  MBTA  Advisory  Board.  As  members  of  the  MPO, 
Massport  and  these  agencies  are  responsible  for  prepanng 
the  Boston  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  and 
the  Transportation  Plan  for  the  Boston  Region.  In  this 
capacity,  Massport  influences  regional  transportation  plans 
for  intercity  rail.  Massport  also  holds  a  seat  on  the 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  of  the  MBTA's 
North-South  Rail  Link  Project.  The  CAC  met  monthly  and 
provided  a  forum  for  Massport  and  the  MBTA  to  coordinate 
their  ridership  estimates  and  assessments  of  the  relationship 
of  the  North-South  Rail  Link  on  airport  access  and  airport 
usage.  To  date,  the  North-South  Rail  Link  Project  has  not 
received  funding  and  will  not  impact  Logan  Airport  over  the 
study  time  frame.  Should  the  North-South  Rail  Link  be 
constructed,  resulting  passenger  diversions  from 
Logan  Airport  to  rail  could  reach  46,700  annual  passengers, 
or  less  than  one-half  of  one  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  total 
annual  traffic. 


Refer  to  response  to  comment  127.1.  Massport  has  actively 
encouraged  regional  transportation  alternatives  to 
Logan  Airport,  including  rail.  Massport  supports  intercity  rail 
planning  through  its  membership  in  the  Boston  Metropolitan 
Planning  Organization  (MPO).  The  MPO  is  a  cooperative 
planning  board  whose  membership  also  includes 
MassHighway,  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council;  MBTA, 
and  MBTA  Advisory  Board.  As  members  of  the  MPO, 
Massport  and  these  agencies  are  responsible  for  preparing 
the  Boston  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  and 
the  Transportation  Plan  for  the  Boston  Region.  In  this 
capacity,  Massport  influences  regional  transportation  plans 
for  intercity  rail.  Massport  also  holds  a  seat  on  the 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  of  the  MBTA's 
North-South  Rail  Link  Project.  The  CAC  met  monthly  and 
provided  a  forum  for  Massport  and  the  MBTA  to  coordinate 
their  ridership  estimates  and  assessments  of  the  relationship 
of  the  North-South  Rail  Link  on  airport  access  and  airport 
usage.  To  date,  the  North-South  Rail  Link  Project  has  not 
received  funding  and  will  not  impact  Logan  Airport  over  the 
study  time  frame.  Should  the  North-South  Rail  Link  be 
constmcted,  resulting  passenger  diversions  from 
Logan  Airport  to  rail  could  reach  46,700  annual  passengers, 
or  less  than  one-half  of  one  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  total 
annual  traffic. 


Letter  127:  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society,  E.  Heidi  Roddis,  Environmental  Policy  Specialist 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAR  EIS/FiNAL  Ell 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

127.3  ^  Regional  Regional  ...the  proposed  expansion  of  the  New  Bedford  airport,  will 
Transportation     Airports          \  have  insignificant  impacts  on  Logan's  congestion  situation 

(potentially  diverting  one  cargo  flight  per  day)  while 
resulting  in  tremendous  environmental  impacts. 

127.4  :  Environmental     MEPA  |  The  relative  utility  and  impacts  of  the  full  range  of 

Review  I  alternatives  (aviation  and  non-aviation)  should  be 

I  Process  '  considered  and  subjected  to  public  review  through  the 

MEPA  process. 


Response 


Comment  noted. 


13: 


The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that ". .  .the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this' 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review 
process  during  the  preparation  of  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR.  Public  comments  were  received  on  the  ENF 
after  it  was  filed  during  the  summer  of  1995.  In  the  fall  of 
1995,  several  public  scoping  sessions  were  held  to  provide 
community  input  to  the  subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes 
for  the  project.  To  assure  that  the  Airside  analysis  was 
conducted  with  awareness  and  input  from  all  concerned 
parties,  the  Massport  Board  established  the  Airside  Review 
Committee  (ARC),  which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory 
Committee  (with  representatives  from  24  communities 
sun'ounding  Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry 
organizations.  Massport  also  funded  independent  consultant: 
for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to 
professionally  assess  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the 
Airside  Study.  Between  1995  and  1999,  Massport  held 
16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an  additional  15  meetings  with 
just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings  with  the 
CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made 
29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent 
Logan  Airport's  neighbonng  communities,  and  Massport  held 
45  meetings  with  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching 
an  audience  of  more  than  3,000  people.  During  the  public  i 
comment  period  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  i 
FAA  held  two  public  hearings.  ' 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft  ^ 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropnate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key 
letters  written  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
ElS/ElR,  and  a  series  of  1 5  visual  and  written  presentations 
from  the  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other 
independent  industry  experts.  ' 


Letter  127:  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society,  E.  Heidi  Roddis,  Environmental  Policy  Specialist 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code 
127.5 


Topic  1 


Ecosystems 


Topic  2 

Rare  Species 


Comment 


127.6 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


MEPA 


While  off-site  mitigation  has  the  potential  to  benefit  rare 
grassland  birds,  there  are  many  details  which  remain 
unresolved,  including  permission  for  l\/lassport  to 
undertake  such  activities  on  Camp  Edwards  land  and 
requirements  for  undertaking  monitoring,  and  maintaining 
grassland  restoration.  Massport  should  be  required  to 
pursue  those  consultations  actively,  and  to  submit  a  near- 
final,  detailed  mitigation  plan  with  the  Final  EIR/EIS. 


The  FEIR  for  this  project  should  be  required  to  more  fully 
evaluate  the  role  of  Logan  within  a  regional  transportation 
system  and  to  seek  options  which  minimize  environmental 
impacts  at  all  locations. 


Response 

Massport  has  developed  a  comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  mitigation  plan  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP)  for  loss  of  such 
habitat  at  Logan  Airport  from  construction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  plan  strives  to  enhance  protection 
of  remaining  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Logan  Airport 
without  increasing  the  aviation  safety  hazards  typically 
associated  with  birds  or  hazards  to  the  birds.  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  an  area  of  former  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at 
Camp  Edwards  on  Cape  Cod  will  be  restored  to  grassland 
habitat  by  removing  woody  and  shrub  vegetation  to 
encourage  enhancement  of  the  Upland  Sandpiper  regional 
population.  This  restoration  effort  provides  a  unique 
opportunity  to  expand  grasslands  in  the  Commonwealth  far 
exceeding  the  ±40  acres  to  be  lost  at  Logan  Airport.  In  the 
event  that  such  a  program  at  Camp  Edwards  is  not  available, 
an  appropriate  altemative  program  acceptable  to  the  NHESP 
will  be  developed  and  implemented.  Additional  details  of  the 
Upland  Sandpiper  mitigation  plan  are  presented  in 
Section  6.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


In  accordance  with  the  MEPA  Certificate  on  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains 
a  summary  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  growth  at  the 
regional  airports,  based  on  existing  available  environmental 
documents  and  studies.  Refer  to  Appendix  B  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  127:  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society,  E.  Heidi  Roddis,  Environmental  Policy  Specialist 
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LETTER  128 


April  7, 1999 


Secretary  of  Envirorunental  Affairs 

Attention:  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  #10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20'*'  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02205 


John  C.  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE-600 
New  England  Division 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


RE:     Draft  EIR/EIS 

Logan  Airsides  Improvement  Project 

Dear  Sirs: 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Massachusetts  Business  Roundtable,  a  statewide 
organization  of  seventy-five  of  Massachusetts'  leading  chief  executives,  has 
recently  voted  unanimously  to  strongly  support  the  opening  of  runway  14/32 
and  the  creation  of  a  new  taxiway  at  Logan  International  Airport. 

Over  the  last  decade,  the  Governor  and  the  Legislature  have  accomplished  a 
great  deal  to  improve  the  ability  of  Massachusetts'  businesses  to  grow,  create 
jobs,  and  compete  with  companies  based  in  other  states  and  around  the  world. 

However,  the  growth  of  our  current  economy  will  not  continue  forever  and,  not 
withstanding  the  efforts  of  the  Legislature  and  the  Governor,  Massachusetts  has 
higher  costs  of  living  and  of  doing  business  than  almost  any  other  state  in  the 
country.  Predictable  and  efficient  air  travel  for  employees,  customers  and  goods 
are  a  key  component  of  any  company's  ability  to  grow  and  to  compete.  This 
runway  will  help  our  state  leaders  to  prepare  for  the  future  and  to  ensure  that 
Massachusetts  businesses  have  a  level  playing  field  to  compete  and  create  jobs, 
even  in  less  positive  economic  times. 

This  proposal  is  not  an  expansion  of  Logan  and  will  not  result  in  an  increase  in 
flights.  The  reduction  of  weather  related  delays  will  enhance  safety,  allow 
Massport  to  utilize  Logan's  existing  allowable  daily  capacity  to  its  utmost,  and 
have  a  positive  ripple  effect  on  other  airports  on  the  East  Coast.  It  will  reduce  air 
and  noise  pollution  over  surrounding  residential  areas,  and  move  a  greater 
number  of  takeoffs  and  landings  over  the  harbor. 


The  ability  of  Massachusetts'  businesses  to  expand  and  to  create  jobs,  in  good 
times  and  bad,  depends  on  their  ability  to  move  employees,  customers  and 
goods  into  and  out  of  Massachusetts.  The  efficient  use  of  Logan's  existing 


Massach»i<^tts  Business  Round  table 
RE:  Draft  EIR/EIS 
Logan  Airsides  Improvement  Project 
April  7, 1999 

capacity,  through  this  runway  and  taxiway,  will  allow  our  businesses  to  continue 
to  create  jobs  here  in  Massachusetts  and  to  compete  nationally  and  around  the 
world. 

The  Massachusetts  Business  Roundtable  would  be  pleased  to  work  with  you  in 
any  way  to  address  this  critical  issue. 


Nader  F.  Darehshori 
Chairman 

Massachusetts  Business  Roundtable 
Chairman,  President  and  Chief  Executive  Office 
Houghton  Mifflin  Company 


Sincerely, 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  128 

Massachusetts  Business  Roundtable 
Nader  F.  Darehshori,  Chairman 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

128.1 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  tfie  Massacfiusetts  Business 
Roundtable... tias  recently  voted  unanimously  to  strongly 
support  ttie  opening  of  runway  14/32  and  tfie  creation  of  a 
new  taxiway  at  Logan  International  Airport. 

Comment  noted. 

128.2 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Economic 
Impacts 

Predictable  and  efficient  air  travel  for  employees, 
customers,  and  goods  are  a  key  component  of  any 
company's  ability  to  grow  and  to  compete.  ...[Tfie 
proposed  new]  runway  will  fielp  our  state  leaders  to 
prepare  for  the  future  and  to  ensure  that  Massachusetts 
businesses  have  a  level  playing  field  to  compete  and 
create  jobs,  even  in  less  positive  economic  times. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  128:  Massachusetts  Business  Roundtable,  Nader  F.  Darehshori,  Chairman 


LETTER  129 

Massachusetts  Sierra  Club 

TooToyision  Street    Boston    MA    021  16     (6  1  7 )  423 -5  7  75  fax  ( 6  1  7 )  423  -  5  8  5  8 
Bob  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs,  Attention:  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Authur  Pugsley,  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

John  C.  Silva,  Manager 
Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE  -  600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

April  22,  1999 

Re:  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (MPA)  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 

("Project")  DEIS/DEIR  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
Boston-Logan  International  Airport 

The  Massachusetts  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  (the  Club)  with  over  20,000  members,  including 
the  Greater  Boston  Group  with  over  7,000  members,  request  that  the  Secretary  of  Environmental 
Affairs  (the  Secretary)  and  the  FAA  determine  that  significant  planning  deficiencies  exist  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR  of  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  ("Project")  that  must  be 
addressed;  that  the  document  be  found  "INADEQUATE";  and  that  a  new  Draft  document  be 
required.  Each  of  the  major  three  parts;  the  proposed  runway  14/32,  the  centerfield  taxiway 
between  the  4/22  runways,  and  the  lowering  of  the  minimum  have  major  environmental  impacts 
for  the  greater  Boston  metropolitan  area  which  have  not  been  adequately  addressed.  In  addition, 
the  data  and  studies  used  are  outdated  and  a  1998  base  year  should  be  required  with  the  planning 
period  extended  from  2010  to  at  least  2020. 

The  Club  furthers  wishes  to  go  on  record  concerning  the  conflict  of  interest  that  exists  for  the 
FAA  to  be  a  proponent  for  the  Project  and  then  also  one  of  the  decision  makers  in  determining 
the  Project's  adequacy.  We  strongly  request  that  the  EPA  take  the  lead  role  for  any  decision 
making  because  of  this  conflict. 

Please  note  our  major  concerns: 

1.  A  comprehensive  Northeast  regional  transportation  plan,  including  all  forms  of 

transportation,  needs  to  be  developed  and  subjected  to  public  review  before  any  further 
airport  expansion  is  allowed 

The  study  area  must  include  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's  Eastern  and  New  England 
regions  with  a  goal  of  identifying  and  quantifying  long  range  airside,  landside  and  groundside 
demand  requirements.  The  present  system  of  piecemeal  airport  expansion  throughout  the 
Northeast  has  become  counterproductive,  with  each  airport  justifying  projects  seemingly  based 
on  parochial  competition  rather  than  regional  cooperation. 

The  Club  realizes  that  we  are  asking  for  a  drastic  remedy  for  what  is  supposed  to  be  a  local  issue, 
but  this  isn't  just  a  local  Massachusetts  issue  and  the  answers  won't  come  from  just  looking  at 
Logan  Airport.  All  throughout  the  Northeast,  the  same  questions  and  concerns  are  being  raised 
by  more  and  more  residents  and  groups  as  to  the  environmental  and  economic  consequences  of 
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polices  that  were  put  into  place  many  years  ago  before  airline  deregulation  and  the  enormous 
growth  of  airline  traffic.  As  the  DEIS/DEIR  reminds  us,  over  100  homes  and  a  church  are  to  be 
taken  for  the  expansion  of  the  Manchester,  NH  airport. 

The  scope  for  such  a  study  should  include,  but  not  be  limited  to: 

•  an  inventory  of  all  airports  and  associated  planned  regional  airside  and  landside  projects. 

•  existing  and  planned  rail  passenger  services(both  Amtrak  and  commuter  rail). 

•  an  inventory  of  underutilized  railroad  rights  of  way  and  potential  uses. 

•  an  analysis  of  future  high  speed  rail  initiatives. 

•  an  inventory  of  the  existing  interstate  highway  system  and  any  plaimed  system  expansion. 

•  an  analysis  of  regional  air  cargo  demand 

•  a  discussion  of  how  airports  with  constrained  landside  expansion  potential  deal  with  airside 
capacity  issues. 

•  all  environmental  impacts  on  wetlands,  waterways,  flora,  fauna,  and  human,  including  health 
studies  as  well  as  air,  noise  and  odor  impacts. 

•  potential  for  future  reduction  in  peak  time  business  trips  due  to  improvements  in 
teleconferencing. 

•  The  implications  on  regional  airside  planning  of  NLA's(New  Large  Aircraft)  -  more  later. 

•  The  implications  on  regional  groundside  planning  of  the  construction  of  the  North/South  Rail 
Link  -  more  later. 

This  study  should  be  accomplished  with  the  coop)eration  of  all  interested  parties  including,  but 
not  limited  to.  residents,  businesses,  and  organizations. 

The  goal  of  the  above  study  would  be  to  determine  the  least  invasive  environmental  impacts  of 
future  transportation  developments  needed  to  meet  the  region's  requirements  for  future  long  term 
growth.  Segmental  planning  cannot  and  should  not  be  tolerated. 

2.   The  North/South  Rail  Link  must  be  a  integral  part  of  the  planning  process  for  Logan  or 
any  other  regional  airport  expansion  projects. 

The  ridership  figures  referenced  in  Massport's  DEIS/DEIR  for  the  proposed  North/South  Rail 
Link  project  are  in  draft  form  and  have  not  been  reviewed  by  the  Rail  Link  CAC  (Citizen's 
Advisory  Committee)  established  by  EOEA  as  part  of  an  ongoing  process  to  evaluate  the 
MlS(Major  Investment  Snidy)/DEIS/DEIR(EOEA  10270)  for  the  Rail  Link  project.  Members  of 
the  Rail  Link  CAC  have  serious  concerns  with  the  intercity( Amtrak)  numbers  for  trips 
originating  and  terminating  north  of  Boston,  as  well  as  potential  diversions  from  airside  demand. 
The  Club  feels  that  the  low  estimates  for  Rail  Link  airside  Logan  diversions  have  more  to  do 
with  artificial  constraints,  primarily  parking  supply,  than  with  actual  Northeast  Corridor  ridership 
potential.  For  example,  lack  of  sufficient  parking  for  Amtrak  riders  at  Route  128  Station  has 
long  been  considered  to  be  a  formidable  disincentive  for  potential  rail  passengers.  The  provision 
of  adequate  parking  at  the  new  Wobum  Transportation  Center< tentatively  identified  in  the  draft 
Rail  Link  MIS/EIS/EIR  as  the  initial  terminus  of  Amtrak' s  high  speed  service)  should  generate 
significantly  more  airside  diversions  from  Logan  than  presently  referenced. 
With  the  Rail  Link  in  place.  New  York  City  will  be  accessible  in  about  three  and  one  half  hours 
from  Wobum!  With  the  Rail  Link  in  place,  proposed  T.F.  Greene  commuter  rail  service  from 
Boston  could  be  extended  to  any  number  of  Northside  destinations!  With  the  Rail  Link  in  place, 
some  Amtrak  Northeast  Corridor  services  will  be  extended  to  Portland  Maine  and  beyond;  while 
others  could  be  extended  into  Nashua,  New  Hampshire  and  beyond! 

In  any  case,  Massport's  DEIS/DEER  should  be  withdrawn  pending  the  completion  of  the  Rail 
Link  MIS/DEIS/DEIR.  and  the  incorporation  of  its  findings  into  a  regional  transportation  study. 
The  Rail  Link  CAC  is  also  concerned  that  the  MIS/DEIS/DEIR  for  the  Rail  Link  project  is 
significantly  behind  schedule.  This  sorry  state  of  affairs  seems  to  be  due  more  to  internal 
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Massachusetts  political  squabbling  over  funding  for  future  local  Boston  transit  projects,  rather 
than  as  a  judgment  of  the  potential  value  of  the  Rail  Link. 

The  Rail  Link  has  always  been  recognized  as  a  project  of  "Regional  and  National  Significance" 
and  not  just  as  a  local  Boston  transit  project.  Funding  for  the  Rail  Link  must  be  on  a  regional 
basis  and  be  based  on  the  benefits  accruing  to  the  entire  Northeast,  as  well  as  Massachusetts, 
from  the  extension  of  Amtrak's  Northeast  Corridor  to  the  north  of  Boston. 

3.  The  impact  of  New  Large  Aircraft  (NLA)  must  be  quantified  as  to  their  impacts  on 
Logan  and  other  regional  airports. 

There  is  another  trend  that  impacts  the  14/32  runway  project. 

According  to  sources  in  the  aviation  community,  2003  will  see  the  start  of  commercial 
availability  of  NLAs  from  Boeing  and  Airbus  Industrie,  i.e.  New  Large  Airplanes  with  a  capacity 
of  up  to  1000  persons  per  airplane  and  needing  runways  up  to  1 1,000  feet  in  length.  It  is 
inconceivable  that  Massport  is  not  engaged  in  some  sort  of  internal  planning  process  with  the 
aim  of  accommodating  NLAs  though  so  far  there  has  been  no  mention.  Since  NLAs  take  a  lot  of 
space  on  the  ground,  14/32  might  be  important  to  provide  more  runway  and  taxiway  space  for  the 
safe  and  efficient  operation  while  NLA  aircraft  use  existing  runways.  These  existing  runways 
would  need  to  be  extended  for  the  NLAs  and  many  small  to  medium  aircraft  would  be  diverted  to 
14/32.  In  short,  14/32  would  help  clear  the  way  for  NLAs  at  Logan. 

It  follows  that  the  accommodation  of  NLAs  at  Logan  will  affect  terminal  building  layout  and 
construction,  and  all  aspects  of  ground  transportation. 

It  is  important  to  ask  Massport  to  describe  what  plans,  if  any,  have  been  made  to  address  the 
impacts  of  NLAs.  And  if  such  an  effort  is  ongoing,  the  result  is  segmentation  of  the  EIS/EIR 
process  which  is  not  legal,  especially  when  the  runway  14/32  project  would  be  a  small  part  of  an 
EIS/EIR  looking  at  Logan  expansion  as  a  whole. 

4.  The  reopening  of  a  discussion  regarding  the  construction  of  a  second  major  airport  is 
counterproductive  at  this  time  and  would  preclude  the  discipline  necessary  for  any  true 
analysis  of  transportation  alternatives. 

5.  Any  discussions  of  future  regional  airport  development  must  be  based  on  reality  and 
not  just  on  wishful  thinking. 

The  Sierra  Club  and  others  are  presently  contesting  New  Bedford's  proposed  airside  expansion 
due  to  the  significant  amount  of  wetlands  filling  involved.  Because  of  our  environmental 
concerns,  the  Club  has  had  to  review  the  "purpose  and  need"  justification  for  this  project,  and  we 
have  yet  to  find  any  overwhelming  economic  "need"  that  would  necessitate  the  proposed  action. 
Yet,  New  Bedford,  as  well  as  other  regional  airports,  continue  to  pop  up  as  potential  candidates 
for  everything  from  commuter  to  air  cargo  operations. 

Additional  concerns  are  as  follows. 

The  MPA  makes  the  claim  in  their  transmission  letter  of  February  19,  1999  that,  "...the  lapse  of 
time  between  the  publication  of  the  ENF  and  the  publication  of  notice  availability  of  this  Draft 
EER  has  no  adverse  environmental  consequences..."  This  is  very  much  open  to  discussion  as 
weather  conditions  alone  have  dramatically  changed  over  the  last  five  years  because  of  the  El 
Nino  and  La  Nina  effects.  FAA  delay  data  (DELAYSIM)  shows  that  Logan's  delay  situation  has 
improved  since  1993  and  is  essentially  in  equilibrium.  The  entire  analysis  in  the  document  needs 
to  be  updated. 

The  Sierra  Club  urges  the  Secretary  and  FAA  to  require  the  MPA  to  change  the  base  year  for 
planning  for  the  project  to  calendar  year  1998;  to  revise  all  presentations  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 
including  the  appendices  thereto,  to  reflect  the  changes;  to  extend  the  planning  period  to  2020 
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from  2010  with  concomitant  revisions  in  projected  levels  of  activity  and  impact  and  to  require 
that  the  DEIS/DEIR  be  republished. 

Massport  has  not  met  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (40  CFR  Part 
1502  Environmental  Impact  Statements)  which  requires: 

1.  the  DEIS/DEIS  to  "Rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives, 
and  for  alternatives  which  were  eliminated  from  detailed  study,  briefly  discuss  the  reasons 
for  their  having  been  eliminated". ' 

A  reasonable  person  could  expect  the  DEIS/DEIR  alternatives  to  include,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
the  following: 

•  Consideration  of  Implementing  a  High-Density  Rule  (Slots). 

•  Consider  Implementation  of  FAR  Part  161  regulations  to  provide  aircraft  noise  and  access 
restrictions  for  Stage  2  and  Stage  3  operations  at  Logan  in  order  to  provide  noise  relief  to 
affected  communities. 

•  Thorough  regional  transportation  planning,  including  rail,  and  that  all  environmental  impacts 
be  addressed 

2.  regarding  methodology  and  scientific  accuracy,  that.  "...They  shall  identify  any 
methodologies  used  and  shall  make  explicit  reference  by  footnote  to  the  scientific  and  the 
sources  relied  upon  for  the  conclusions  in  the  statement".  " 

The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  indicate  the  detailed  methodology  used  to  develop  the  levels  of 
passenger  forecasts  presented. 

3.  the  environmental  consequences  regarding  the  following,  "The  discussion  will  include  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action,  any  adverse 
environmental  effects  which  cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposal  be  implemented,  the 
relationship  of  long-term  productivity,  and  any  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitments 
of  resources  which  would  be  involved  in  the  proposal  should  it  be  implemented.  It  shall 
include  discussions  of:  ...(g)  Urban  quality,  historic  and  cultural  resources,  and  the  design 
of  the  built  environment...".'" 

The  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  the  preferred  alternatives  effect  on  historic  districts  but  does  not 
comment  on  the  urban  quality,  or  the  design  of  the  built  environment.  Although  Peak  Hour 
Pricing  in  Alternate  1  clearly  shows  to  be  the  most  beneficial  for  delays  and  thus,  noise 
reduction,  the  MPA  continues  not  to  consider  this  alternative  except  as  a  future  option. 

4    "An  agency  shall  commence  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  statement  as  close  as 
possible  to  the  time  the  agency  is  developing  or  is  presented  with  a  proposal  (PP  1508.23) 
so  that  preparation  can  be  completed  in  time  for  the  final  statement  to  be  included  in  any 
recommendation  or  report  on  the  proposed.  The  statement  shall  be  prepared  early  enough 
so  that  it  can  serve  practically  as  an  important  contribution  to  the  decision  making  process 
and  will  not  be  used  to  rationalize  or  justify  decisions  already  made."  PP  1508.23 
describes  a  proposal  as  the  following:  "  'Proposal'  exists  at  the  stage  in  the  development 
of  an  action  when  an  agency  subject  to  the  Act  has  a  goal,  is  actively  preparing  to  make  a 
decision  on  one  or  more  alternative  means  of  accomplishing  that  goal,  and  the  effect  can 
be  meaningfully  evaluated."  " 

The  ENF  Cenificate  was  issued  November  22,  1995.  The  MPA  and  the  FAA  have  not  complied 
with  the  required  timing  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  document.  Furthermore,  the  analysis  uses  baseline 
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data  of  1993  for  a  document  submitted  in  1999.  Weather,  as  well  as  aircraft  and  major  regional 
infrastructure  and  have  occurred  to  the  point  where  a  1998  base  year  should  be  required. 
A  lack  of  "reasonable  alternatives"  exists  because  of  the  lack  of  an  assessment  of  the  entire 
Northeast  regional  transportation  system,  the  documentation  of  the  history  of  PRAS  and  the 
problems  of  implementation.  The  surrounding  communities  cannot  continue  to  absorb  the 
landside  growth  that  would  accompany  the  proposed  airside  growth  at  the  airport. 


129.22 

129.23 
129.24 


There  should  be  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  causes  of  the  delays  in  the  document  which  show  129  25 

aircraft  mechanical  problems,  crew  caused  delay,  and  weather  causes  both  at  Logan  and  those 
caused  by  weather  at  other  airports.  This  analysis  is  outdated  and  inadequate. 

1  9Q  0(\ 

Lowering  of  the  minimum  on  runway  22L  is  an  additional  concern  of  the  Sierra  Club  for  the  near  \L\J,L\J 

in  neighborhood  of  the  Saratoga  Street  area  of  East  Boston.  Not  only  does  this  allow  for  an 

increased  number  of  flights  to  land  at  Logan  Airport,  it  also  will  spread  the  noise  from  the  missed 

approach  aircraft  more  horizontally  thus  impacting  the  neighborhood  at  the  end  of  runway  22L 

with  increased  noise.  Further  computer  modeling  does  not  present  the  real  life  occurrence  in  the 

surrounding  communities  and  a  more  accurate  analysis  needs  to  be  done.  Communities 

constantly  challenge  the  65  db  contour  lines  with  regards  to  soundproofing  which  does  not 

include  air  conditioning  and  which  requires  that  the  residence  meet  current  code  guidelines. 

That  can  cause  financial  stress  on  the  already  noise  impacted  residents. 

The  proposed  centerfield  taxiway  between  runways  4I722R  and  4R/22L  leads  to  further  1  9Q  97 

increased  operations  at  Logan  Airport  and  increased  noise  for  the  close  in  residents  of  Winthrop,  it.\J,Ll 
Revere,  and  East  Boston.  This  taxiway  will  allow  for  additional  queuing  of  aircraft  very  close  to 
the  surrounding  neighborhoods  and  Constitution  Beach,  increased  operations  which  will  increase 
noise  and  funher  degrade  the  quality  of  life  for  these  residents. 

Boston  as  an  historic  city  will  suffer  the  brunt  of  negative  impacts  from  the  proposed  Project  and        1  29.28 
will  lose  a  quality  of  life  that  will  never  be  recaptured!  The  addftional  number  of  flights,  as  well 
as  increased  traffic,  that  the  Project  would  allow  and  encourage  will  do  irreparable  harm  to  the 
historic  city  of  Boston  and  the  greater  metropolitan  area.  Development  of  high  speed  rail 
connections  to  other  airports  and  the  connection  of  Boston's  two  rail  stations  with  the 
North/South  Rail  Link  could  help  reduce  these  impacts.  Convention  locations  and  tourist 
destinations  are  not  determined  by  the  accessibility  of  an  airport,  rather  they  are  determined  by 
the  quality  of  the  experience  of  the  location.  No  other  major  city  around  the  world  has  had  loss 
of  tourists  or  conventions  because  of  the  convenience  or  inconvenience  of  the  locality's  airport. 
For  the  MPA  to  claim  that  the  additional  runway  and  centerfield  taxiway  are  needed  for  the 
proposed  new  convention  center  is  nothing  more  than  an  exaggeration.  Time  and  again  the  MPA 
has  claimed  the  need  for  the  Project  for  the  good  of  the  city  of  Boston.  With  the  proposed  ^  0  A  n  n 

growth  for  Logan  Airport  needless  adverse  impacts  will  continue  to  grow  over  one  of  the  most  I  ^vi.oU 

historic  cities  in  the  country.  Mayor  Menino  does  not  agree  with  the  MPA  hypothesis  and 
neither  does  the  Sierra  Club. 


129.29 


Massport  and  the  FAA  both  state  "when  dealing  with  an  existing  airport  (such  as  Logan 
Airport)  within  an  urban  setting  (such  as  metropolitan  Boston),  any  change  in  operating 
conditions  aimed  at  more  equitably  distributing  noise  impacts  (here,  in  accordance  with  the 
PRAS  goals)  may  result  in  some  increase  in  noise  at  specific  historic  areas  while  at  the  same 
time  decreasing  noise  at  other  historic  areas. "  " 

The  Sierra  Club  believes  that  changes  to  Logan's  operating  conditions  are  not  any  more 
imponant  than  the  cultural,  historical  and  urban  quality  of  life  in  the  metropolitan  Boston  area. 


The  state  listed  endangered  upland  sandpiper  habitat  which  would  be  disrupted  by  the  enterfield 
taxiway  is  not  adequately  addressed  and  there  is  no  agreement  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural 
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Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program  although  this  has  been  a  known  area  of  concern  since 
1993. 

A  primary  concern  for  the  newly  created  Boston  Harbor  Islands  National  Recreation  Area  is  the 
proposed  construction  of  runway  14/32  and  the  resultant  75,000  proposed  flights  over  the  newly 
created  Boston  Harbor  Recreational  Area.  This  impact,  one  of  environmental  injustice,  would 
occur  to  mostly  inner  city  residents  who  Sequent  the  islands  to  get  away  from  the  noise  and 
hubbub  of  city  life.  This  is,  and  should  continue  to  be,  a  time  for  them  to  experience  nature,  to 
hear  and  smell  the  harbor  and  study  the  skies.  These  sensory  experiences  would  be  severely 
impacted  by  the  exorbitant  number  of  flights  over  the  harbor. 

Children  from  school  groups.  Boy  and  Giri  Scout  troops.  Inner  City  Outings  groups,  and  many 
other  groups  camp  and  explore  the  islands  and  enjoy  learning  experiences  from  the  skies  to  the 
flora  and  fauna  of  the  islands  to  the  marine  life  and  water  quality.  All  of  this  will  be  degraded  by 
the  subject  project. 

The  roar  of  the  overhead  planes  will  make  a  camping  experience  a  horror  rather  than  the 
wonderful  enjoyment  of  sleeping  under  the  stars.  The  fuel  emissions  and  dumping  from  the 
airplane  engines  will  contaminate  the  islands  and  the  wildlife,  not  to  mention  the  humans  who 
will  be  much  more  exposed  by  being  out  of  doors  rather  than  at  home  or  work. 

In  conclusion.  The  Sierra  Club  sees  this  proposed  Project  as  the  first  step  in  further  major 
development  at  Logan  airport,  sees  a  lack  of  guarantee  of  the  unidirectional  use  of  the  proposed 
14/32  runway,  and  believes  the  lack  of  future  plans  and  analysis  for  the  airport  over  the  next  20 
years  must  be  found  and  the  current  document  declared  inadequate.  In  addition,  the  public  has 
not  been  given  fair  consideration  of  the  proposed  Project.  It  is  merely  an  interim  solution  to  a 
much  bigger  and  more  complex  problem  which  must  be  addressed  before  allowing  the  project  to 
go  forward.  In  addition  the  projected  growth  of  jet  operations  is  horrifying.  Other  alternatives 
must  be  assessed. 

Because  none  of  these  impacts  has  been  adequately  addressed  or,  in  some  cases,  even  mentioned 
in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  Sierra  Club  requests  that  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  (the 
Secretary)  and  the  FAA  determine  that  significant  planning  deficiencies  exist  in  the  DEIS/DEIR 
of  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  ("Project")  that  must  be  addressed,  that  the 
document  be  found  "INADEQUATE"  and  that  a  new  Draft  document  be  required 


you  foiuhisr  opportunity  to  comment. 


fohn  F.  Deacon,  Chair 
Greater  Boston  Group 

cc:       John  Devillars,  Director,  Regional  EPA 

Robert  Bartonowicy,  Regional  Director,  FAA 


*  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1502.14(a) 
"  Council  on  Environmcnlal  Quality,  40  CFR  Pan  1502.24 
"'  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Pan  1502.16 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Pan  1502.5 
'  DEIS/DEIS  Section  8.6.1.2  "Assessment  of  Impact" 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


I 


Letter  129 
Massachusetts  Sierra  Club 
John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group 


Code     Topic  1 


129.1 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 

FAA/NEPA, 
MEPA 


Comment 

The  Massachusetts  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club... requests 
the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  (the  Secretary)  and 
the  FAA  detemriine  that  significant  planning  deficiencies 
exist  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  of  the  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project  ("Project")  that  must  be 
addressed;  that  the  document  be  found  "INADEQUATE", 
and  that  a  new  Draft  document  be  required. 


Response 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with 
a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings 
were  held.  To  provide  the  appropnate  background,  the  SDEIS 
Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS, 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of 
the  public,  concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding 
to  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual 
and  written  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical 
consulting  team  and  other  independent  industry  experts. 


129.2 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Each  of  the  major  three  parts:  the  proposed  mnway 
14/32,  the  centerfield  taxiway  between  the  4/22  njnways, 
and  the  lowering  of  the  minimum  have  major 
environmental  impacts  for  the  greater  Boston  metropolitan 
area  which  have  not  been  adequately  addressed. 

Refer  to  response  to  comment  129.1. 

129.3 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Base  Year 

...the  data  and  studies  used  are  outdated  and  a  1998 
base  year  should  be  required  with  the  planning  period 
extended  from  2010  to  at  least  2020. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  updated  information  for 
1998— the  latest  year  for  which  actual  Logan  Airport  data  are 
available.  1993  was  adopted  as  the  base  year  when  the  Airside 
Improvement  studies  commenced  in  1994.  The  primary 
function  of  the  Base  Year  analysis  is  to  calibrate  the  airfield 
operation  models  and  environmental  impact  models.  The 
benefits  and  impacts  of  the  action  altematives  (Alternatives  1 , 
1A,  2  and  3)  are  assessed  by  comparing  these  not  with  the 
base  year,  but  with  Alternative  4,  the  No-Action  Alternative.  The 
planning  scenarios  for  37.5  and  45  million  passengers 
represent  a  range  of  future  activity  at  Logan  Airport  expected  in 
the  2010  to  2020  time  frame.  Analysis  of  1981  to  90  weather 
with  1989-98  weather  identifies  no  significant  differences  in 
statistical  properties. 

129.4 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

FAA/NEPA 

The  Club  further  wishes  to  go  on  record 
concerning. ..[there  is  a]  conflict  of  interest... for  the  FAA  to 
be  a  proponent  for  the  Project  and  then  also  one  of  the 
decision  makers  in  determining  the  Project's  adequacy. 
We  strongly  request  that  the  EPA  take  the  lead  role  for 
any  decision  making  because  of  this  conflict. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  129:  Massachusetts  Sierra  Club,  John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EH  ^ 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


129.5 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


129.6   I  Analysis  Passenger 
Assumptions/  Forecasts 
Methodologies 


129.7     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


A  comprehensive  Northeast  regional  transportation  plan, 
including  all  forms  of  transportation,  needs  to  be 
developed  and  subjected  to  public  review  before  any 
further  airport  expansion  is  allowed. 


The  study  area  must  include  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration's  Eastern  and  New  England  regions  with  a 
goal  of  identifying  and  quantifying  long  range  airside, 
landside  and  groundside  demand  requirements. 


The  scope  for  such  a  study  should  include,  but  not  be 
limited  to: 

■  an  inventory  of  all  airports  and  associated  planned 
regional  airside  and  landside  projects. 

■  existing  and  planned  rail  passenger  services  (both 
Amtral<  and  commuter  rail). 

■  an  inventory  of  undemtilized  railroad  rights  of  way  and 
potential  uses. 

■  an  analysis  of  future  high  speed  rail  initiatives. 

■  an  inventory  of  the  existing  interstate  highway  system 
and  any  planned  system  expansion. 

■  an  analysis  of  regional  air  cargo  demand. 

■  a  discussion  of  how  airports  with  constrained  landside 
expansion  potential  deal  with  airside  capacity  issues. 

■  all  environmental  impacts  on  wetlands,  waterways, 
flora,  fauna,  and  human,  including  health  studies  as 
well  as  air,  noise  and  odor  impacts. 

■  potential  for  future  reduction  in  peak  time  business  trips 
due  to  improvements  in  teleconferencing. 

■  The  implications  on  regional  airside  planning  of  NLA's 
(New  Large  Aircraft)  -  more  later. 

■  The  implications  on  regional  groundside  planning  of  the 
constmction  of  the  North/South  Rail  Linl<. 


Response 

Massporf  s  analysis  of  regional  alternatives  is  comprehens| 
and  reflects  all  the  major  recommendations  of  various  regini' 
planning  studies  that  have  been  conducted  over  the  last 
decade.  These  include  expansion  of  the  regional  airports  a 
development  of  high-speed  rail  in  the  Boston-New  Yorl(  me* 

The  proposed  Logan  Airport  Airside  Project  is  necessary  and  pro  e ; 
dear  benefits  at  cun-ent  traffic  levels.  Massport  has  long  recognizi 
that  sen/ice  development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  ttie 
regional  airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's 
long-temn  strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growt 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of  regional 
airports  and  use  of  other  options,  especially  high-speed  rail  to 
Logan  Airports  largest  marl<et,  New  York. 

Section  2.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  evaluates 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester,  and  Worcester  Regional  air| 
and  their  potential  impacts  on  Logan  Airport.  Tfie  regional  airports  j 
expected  to  accommodate  an  increasing  share  of  the  overall  grov 
in  air  travel  demand  within  the  greater  Boston  area.  This  will  provi( 
some  relief  to  the  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport  but  will  not 
eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects. 

The  discussion  of  alternatives  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  responds  t( 
federal  and  state  scoping  directives  and  provides  appropriat 
analytical  context  for  assessing  the  need  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 


Letter  129:  Massachusetts  Sierra  Club,  John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code 

129.8 


Topic  1 

Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Passenger  Rail 


Comment 

The  North/South  Rail  Link  must  be  a  integral  part  of  the 
planning  process  for  Logan  or  any  other  regional  airport 
expansion  projects. 


Response 

Massport  has  actively  encouraged  regional  transportation 
alternatives  to  Logan  Airport,  including  rail.  Massport  supports 
intercity  rail  planning  through  its  membership  in  the  Boston 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (MPO).  The  MPO  is  a 
cooperative  planning  board  whose  membership  also  includes 
MassHighway,  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council;  MBTA,  and 
MBTA  Advisory  Board.  As  members  of  the  MPO,  Massport  and 
these  agencies  are  responsible  for  prepanng  the  Boston 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  and  the 
Transportation  Plan  for  the  Boston  Region.  In  this  capacity, 
Massport  influences  regional  transportation  plans  for  intercity 
rail.  Massport  also  holds  a  seat  on  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  (CAC)  of  the  MBTA's  North-South  Rail  Link  Project. 
The  CAC  met  monthly  and  provided  a  fomm  for  Massport  and 
the  MBTA  to  coordinate  their  ridership  estimates  and 
assessments  of  the  relationship  of  the  North-South  Rail  Link  on 
airport  access  and  airport  usage.  To  date,  the  North-South 
Rail  Link  Project  has  not  received  funding  and  will  not  impact 
Logan  Airport  over  the  study  time  frame.  Should  the 
North-South  Rail  Link  be  constaicted,  resulting  passenger 
diversions  from  Logan  Airport  to  rail  could  reach 
46,700  annual  passengers,  or  less  than  one-half  of  one  percent 
of  Logan  Airport's  total  annual  traffic. 


129.9 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Members  of  the  Rail  Link  CAC  have  serious  concerns  with    The  analysis  of  regional  alternatives  presented  in  the  Airside 
the  intercity  (Amtrak)  numbers  for  trips  originating  and         Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  relies 
terminating  north  of  Boston,  as  well  as  potential  diversions    on  air  to  high-speed  rail  diversion  estimates  published  in  the 
from  airside  demand.  The  Club  feels  that  the  low             Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and  Section  4(f)  Statement, 
estimates  for  Rail  Link  airside  Logan  diversions  have          Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Project,  prepared  by  the 
more  to  do  with  artificial  constraints,  primarily  parking         Federal  Rail  Administration  in  October  1 994.  In  preparing  the 
supply,  than  with  actual  Northeast  Corridor  ridership....        Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport  contacted  Amtrak  for  more 

recent  estimates,  but  Amtrak  did  not  have  any 
updated  ridership  estimates  that  could  be  released  to 
Massport.  Amtrak's  written  response  to  Massport's  request  for 
updated  ndership  numbers  is  contained  in  Appendix  B  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  See  Appendix  B  for  the  latest  status 
of  the  North-South  Rail  Link  diversion  estimates. 

129.10 

Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger  Rail 

In  any  case,  Massport's  DEIS/DEIR  should  be  withdrawn      Refer  to  response  to  Comment  129.9. 
pending  the  completion  of  the  Rail  Link  MIS/DEIS/DEIR, 
and  the  incorporation  of  its  findings  into  a  regional 
transportation  study. 

129.11 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Fleet  Mix 

The  impact  of  New  Large  Aircraft  (NLA)  must  be 
quantified  as  to  their  impacts  on  Logan  and  other  regional 
airports. 

So-called  New  Large  Aircraft  (NLA)  carrying  up  to 
1 ,000  passengers  are  still  just  in  the  discussion  phase.  No 
manufacturer  has  undertaken  serious  development  of  such 
aircraft  yet,  which  would  be  a  multi-year  process.  These  aircraft 
would  probably  require  modifications  to  existing  airport  jetways 
and  apron  areas  along  with  increases  in  taxiway  width  and 
fuming  area.  Their  use  would  be  limited  to  extremely  high- 
density  markets,  and  it  is  not  likely  that  Boston  would  be  among 
these.  In  fact,  the  number  of  "jumbo  jets"  sen/ing  Logan  Airport 
has  declined  in  recent  years.  Consequently,  the  NLA  was  not 
included  in  the  Future  Fleet  scenarios. 

129.12 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

It  is  important  to  ask  Massport  to  describe  what  plans,  if 
any,  have  been  made  to  address  the  impacts  of  NLAs. 
And  if  such  an  effort  is  ongoing,  the  result  is  segmentation 
of  the  EIS/EIR  process  which  is  not  legal,  especially  when 
the  runway  14/32  project  would  be  a  small  part  of  an 
EIS/EIR  looking  at  Logan  expansion  as  a  whole. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  129.1 1. 

129.13 

Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger  Rail 

The  reopening  of  a  discussion  regarding  the  construction 
of  a  second  major  airport  is  counterproductive  at  this  time 
and  would  preclude  the  discipline  necessary  for  any  tme 
;  analysis  of  transportation  alternatives. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  129:  Massachusetts  Sierra  Club,  John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR  i 


Code 

129.14 


Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Analysis  Planning 
Assumptions/  Period 
Methodologies 


129.15 


Analysis  Base  Year 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


129.16 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


NEPA 


FAA  delay  data  (DELAYSIM)  shows  that  Logan's  delay 
situation  has  improved  since  1993  and  is  essentially  in 
equilibrium.  The  entire  analysis  in  the  document  needs  to 
be  updated. 


The  Sierra  Club  urges  the  Secretary  and  FAA  to  require 
the  MPA  to  change  the  base  year  for  planning  for  the 
project  to  calendar  year  1998;  to  revise  all  presentations 
in  the  DEIS/DEIR  including  the  appendices  thereto,  to 
reflect  the  changes;  to  extend  the  planning  period  to  2020 
from  2010  with  concomitant  revisions  in  project  levels  of 
activity  and  impact  and  to  require  that  the  DEIS/DEIR  be 
republished. 


Massport  has  not  met  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (40  GFR  Part  1 502 
Environmental  Impact  Statements)  which  requires. ..the 
DEIS/DEI[R]  to  "Rigorously  explore  and  objectively 
evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives,  and  for  alternatives 
which  were  eliminated  from  detailed  study,  briefly  discuss 
the  reasons  for  their  having  been  eliminated". 


II I 

.1 


Response 

Section  1.4  and  Appendix  C  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
contains  a  discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay 
measures  and  historical  data,  along  with  comparisons  of 
Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States  airports.  The  delay 
situation  is  not  at  equilibrium.  FAA  Opsnet  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993,  declined  for  two  years  and  an 
rising  again.  Arrival  delays,  which  would  be  directly  affected  I  \ 
Runway  14/32,  have  risen  steadily  since  1994.  In  fact, 
Logan  Airport  is  the  second  most  delayed  airport  in  the  natioi 
for  arrivals. 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred  t 
dunng  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the  Airsid  jl 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective  to  the  ji 
delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model  calibrati(  ji 
The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has  I 
been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay  results  for  1998  to  i 
provide  more  current  context  to  airfield  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Current  traffic  trends  at  Logan  Airport  and  the  regional  airport  i 
indicate  that  Logan  Airport  may  not  reach  29  million 
passengers,  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  as ; 
"1999"  projection,  until  2003.  Continued  air  sen/ice  expansion  : 
at  the  regional  airports  and  the  introduction  of  high-speed  rail  ' 
New  Yori<  in  December  2000  is  expected  to  further  slow  Loga 
Airport's  passenger  traffic  growth.  With  these  developments, 
Logan  Airport  is  expected  to  reach  37.5  million  passengers  in 
2015  rather  than  2010,  and  the  45  million  passenger  forecast! 
will  not  be  achieved  until  2024.  Thus,  the  planning  forecasts 
that  underiie  the  delays  and  environmental  analyses  cover  a 
planning  period  of  at  least  20  years.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  ttii: 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  the 
planning  forecasts.  i 
The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  F/VA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  El: 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input 
from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  witfi 
a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings 
were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background,  the  SDEIS 
Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS, 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  o' 
the  public,  concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding 
to  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual 
and  written  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical 
consulting  team  and  other  independent  industry  experts. 


Letter  129:  [Massachusetts  Sierra  Club,  John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 
129.17  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Other  Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 


Comment 

...the  DEIS/DEIR  alternatives. ..[should]  include,  but  not 
be  limited  to,  the  following: 

■  Consideration  of  Implementing  a  High-Density  Rule 
(Slots). 

■  Consider  Implementation  of  FAR  Part  161  regulations 
to  provide  aircraft  noise  and  access  restnctions  for 
Stage  2  and  Stage  3  operations  at  Logan  in  order  to 
provide  noise  relief  to  affected  communities. 

■  Thorough  regional  transportation  planning,  including 
rail,  and  that  all  environmental  impacts  be  addressed. 


129.18    Analysis  Passenger 
Assumptions/  Forecasts 
Methodologies 


The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  indicate  the  detailed 
methodology  used  to  develop  the  levels  of  passenger 
forecasts  presented. 


Response 

Neither  federal  nor  state  scoping  directives  required  an 
analysis  of  slotting.  Imposition  of  slot  controls  constitutes  a 
federal  policy  that  has  been  preempted  to  the  FAA  under 
federal  law  and  is  not  within  Massporf  s  jurisdiction.  Congress 
detemiined  that  the  slot  program  has  a  number  of  significant 
problems.  The  U.S.  DOT  has  studied  options  lor  reducing  slot 
controls  at  airports.  As  a  result,  the  AIR-21  Act,  which  was 
enacted  in  March  2000,  eliminates  all  slots  at  three  of  the 
nations  slot  controlled  airports.  Slots  at  the  Chicago  O'Hare 
airport  will  be  eliminated  by  July  1 , 2002  and  slots  at  New  Yorl< 
LaGuardia  and  New  York  JFK  will  be  eliminated  by 
January  1, 2007.  PPP  represents  a  market  approach  that 
should  encourage  the  highest  value  services  to  use 
Logan  Airport  during  periods  of  scarce  capacity  without  the 
market  disruption  and  other  inefficiencies  related  to  slot  control. 

The  phaseout  of  Stage  2  aircraft  operations  was  complete  as  of 
December  31 , 1999.  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  85.26. 

Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a 
discussion  of  the  specific  role  played  by  the  regional 
transportation  altematives  and  steps  that  Massport  has  taken 
to  foster  use  of  these  altematives.  Massport  has  long 
recognized  and  has  been  a  proponent  of  options  to 
Logan  Airport.  Together  with  the  regional  airports,  Massport 
has  implemented  a  regional  strategy  to  enhance  the  use  of 
options  to  Logan  Airport.  In  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
Massport  identified  up  to  7.3  million  annual  passengers  that 
could  be  absorbed  by  regional  altematives  that  include  use  of 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional 
airports,  as  well  as  the  new  high-speed  rail  to  New  York.  In  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport  recognizes  that  these 
developments  will  slow  Logan  Airport's  passenger  traffic 
growth.  Logan  Airport  may  not  achieve  the  37.5  million 
passenger  forecasts  until  after  201 0,  but  rather  closer  to  201 5, 
and  the  45  million  passenger  forecasts  may  not  be  achieved 
until  after  2020.  While  regional  altematives  can  play  an 
important  role  in  reducing  the  rate  of  future  traffic  growth  at 
Logan  Airport,  they  do  not  address  Logan  Airport's  inability  to 
efficiently  accommodate  current  levels  of  demand  during 
northwest  wind  conditions.  Runway  14/32,  which  is  designed  to 
correct  the  problem  with  Logan  Airport's  layout,  is  necessary  to 
correct  this  deficiency  and  provides  clear  benefits  at  current 
aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will  only  increase  in  the 
future,  even  as  developments  at  the  regional  airports  act  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 


The  29  M  level  was  developed  in  the  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  Feasibility  Study.  It  represented  the  growth  from 
1993  level  at  the  historic  (1960  to  1993)  average  growth  rate  of 
approximately  three  percent  annually.  The  37.5  M  and  45  M 
levels  have  been  used  historically  in  other  planning  studies  at 
Logan  Airport  and  represent  estimates  of  future  demand  under 
constrained  and  unconstrained  growth  scenarios.  More 
information  can  be  found  in  Passenger  Forecast  lor  Logan 
International  Airport,  Massport,  1991  and  in  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  Feasibility  Study  Phase  1  Report,  Massport,  July 
1995. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIF 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

129.19    Open  Space/  Impacts 
Parkland 


Comment 

The  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  the  preferred  alternatives  effect 
on  historic  districts  but  does  not  comment  on  the  urban 
quality,  or  the  design  of  the  built  environment. 


129.20  Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


129.21  Environmental  FAA/NEPA, 
Review  :  MEPA 
Process 

129.22  Analysis  Base  Year 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

129.23  Environmental  NEPA 
Review 

Process 


Although  Peak  Hour  Pricing  in  Alternate  1  clearly  shows 
to  be  the  most  beneficial  for  delays  and  thus,  noise 
reduction,  the  MPA  continues  not  to  consider  this 
alternative  except  as  a  future  option. 

The  l\/IPA  and  the  f^A  have  not  complied  with  the 
required  timing  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  document. 


..a  1998  base  year  should  be  required. 


A  lack  of  "reasonable  alternatives"  exists  because  of  the 
lack  of  an  assessment  of  the  entire  Northeast  regional 
transportation  system,  the  documentation  of  the  history  of 
PRAS  and  the  problems  of  implementation. 


Response 

The  proposed  projects  evaluated  under  each  of  the  altemath 
are  located  on  the  existing  airfield.  Implementation  of  any  of 
proposed  projects  will  not  physically  change  the  urban 
characteristics  or  the  design  of  the  built  environment  within 
adjacent  communities  when  compared  to  the  No-Action 
Alternative.  Off-airport  noise  impacts  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  are  discussed  in  Section  6.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

See  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Massport  and  FAA  have  complied  with  all  applicable  state  an| 
federal  requirements. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  129.15. 


The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logai 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1 992);  the  Logan 
Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/Taxiway  Relocation  Study 
(December  1993);  the  Logan  Final  GEIR  (My  1993);  and  the  ' 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1  Repo  ■ 
published  in  July  1995,  The  FAA  evaluated  a  numerous 
physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts  for  reducin; . 
Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan  International  Airport 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA  recommended  several 
improvement  concepts,  including  unidirectional  Runway  14/32 
for  further  study.  These  improvement  concepts,  as  well  as 
concepts  from  other  studies,  were  individually  examined  by 
Massport  in  the  Logan  Airside  Feasibility  Study,  published  in 
July  1995.  Based  on  the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  wen 
rejected  and  the  most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into 
the  Alternatives  considered  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIF 
The  altematives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 
consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 
Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate  that 
altematives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  provide 
the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay  reduction  and  ability  to 
achieve  PRAS  goals. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

129.24  ;  Cumulative 
Impacts 


Topic  2  Comment 

Landside        I  The  surrounding  communities  cannot  continue  to  absorb 
Improvements     the  landside  growth  that  would  accompany  the 
proposed  airside  growth  at  the  airport. 


129.25  Delay 


Model 


There  should  be  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  causes  of  the 
delays  in  the  document  which  show  aircraft  mechanical 
problems,  crew  caused  delay,  and  weather  causes  both 
at  Logan  and  those  caused  by  weather  at  other  airports. 


129.26  Altematives 


Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 


Lowering  of  the  minimum  on  runway  22L  (will  cause 
increased  noise]... the  near  in  neighborhood 
of... Saratoga  Street  area  of  East  Boston. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  has  independent  utility  from  existing  and 
proposed  landside  projects  at  Logan  Airport.  The  proposed 
improvements  analyzed  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  involve 
both  construction  and  administrative  actions  that  will  facilitate 
aircraft  operations  (landings,  tal<eoffs  and  taxiing).  None  of  the 
improvements  involve  landside  facility  improvements  (e.g., 
terminals  and  roadways)  or  related  operations.  The 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  analyzes  in  detail  the  impacts  from 
aircraft  operations,  including  analysis  of  noise  and  air  quality 
impacts  during  the  years  1993, 1998  and  under  future  forecast 
scenarios  as  well  as  environmental  benefits  from  certain  of  the 
improvement  concepts  under  review.  In  this  respect,  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  conforms  with  scoping  directives  from 
the  lead  federal  agency  (the  FAA)  and  with  applicable  FAA 
environmental  orders,  all  issued  in  accordance  with  NEPA,  and 
with  directives  from  EOEA  issued  under  MEPA.  The  various 
GEIR  documents,  including  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual 
Update  and  the  1999  Environmental  Status  and  Progress  Report 
(previously  GEIR),  provide  additional  analytic  context  by 
examining  cumulative  impacts  from  airside  (i.e.,  aircraft) 
operations  and  landside  (e.g.,  vehicular  traffic,  terminal  sen/ice 
vehicles)  operations  at  Logan  Airport  as  well  as  Massport's 
comprehensive  mitigation  program.  The  ESPR/GEIR  is 
specifically  incorporated  by  reference  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  as  a 
background  document.  Each  GEIR/ESPR  submission  is  subject 
to  public  review  and  comment.  The  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual 
Update  and  the  1999  ESPR  analysis  is  based  on  the  same 
forecast  levels  used  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The 
GEIR/ESPR  informs  Massport's  planning  process  for  all  the 
improvements  at  Logan  Airport,  including  the  improvements 
under  review  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Consistent  with 
past  practice,  Massport  expects  that  the  FAA  will  take  the 
GEIR/ESPR  analysis  into  account  during  its  deliberations  and 
ultimate  decision  on  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that ". .  .the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this  project 
adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act. . .'.  Refer  to  the  Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  on  the  DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1 999. 
The  Airside  Project  addresses  delays  from  constraints  at  Logan  Airport. 
Section  1 .4  and  /\ppendix  C  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also 
contains  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  F/^A  and  U.S.  DOT  delay 
measures  and  historical  data,  along  with  comparisons  of  Logan  Airport 
delays  within  the  context  of  delays  at  other  United  States  airports. 
Reducing  the  cun-ent  landing  minimums  for  Runways  15R,  22L  and  27 
at  Logan  Airport  will  not  increase  noise  levels.  Aircraft  will  follow  the 
same  arrival  paths,  at  the  same  altitudes  as  today,  but  the  location  at 
which  a  missed  approach  deasion  must  be  made  will  be  moved  closer 
to  the  airport.  Since  missed  approaches  rarely  occur,  they  have 
no  discernible  effect  on  the  cumulative  noise.  For  example,  reducing  the 
Runway  22L  decision  height  to  200  feet  moves  the  maximum  noise 
point  to  approximately  3,000  feet  from  touchdown  which  is  further  from 
populated  areas  in  East  Boston  than  the  current  maximum  noise  point. 
/Mthough  categorically  excluded  from  NEPA  review,  modeling  of  the 
changes  in  runway  availability  from  reductions  in  the  approach 
minimums  and  an  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  on  community  noise 
exposure  ttiat  may  result  were  included  in  the  Airside  Project  in 
compliance  with  an  eariier  agreement  among  Massport,  the  F/\A  and 
the  City  of  Boston. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  E\h 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

129.27 

Alternatives 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

The  proposed  centerfield  taxiway  between  oinways 
4L/22R  and  4R/22L...will  increase  noise  and  furttier 
degrade  the  quality  of  life  for  [residents  of  Winthrop, 
Revere,  and  East  Boston].... 

Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows  that  then 
are  small  noise  benefits  from  the  constojction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  principal  effect  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  is  to  reduce  the  number  of  aircraft  wailir 
on  the  taxiways  reducing  ground  noise  and  emissions  forcio 
in  residents  of  East  Boston  and  Winthrop.  It  also  should 
eliminate  aircraft  landing  on  Runway  4R  from  waiting  to  cros 
Runway  4L  and  aiming  their  intake  noise  toward 
Constitution  Beach.  Section  6.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/Ft 
discusses  the  air  quality  benefits  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway. 

129.28 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Impacts 

Boston  as  a  historic  city  will  suffer  the  brunt  of  negative 
impacts  from  the  proposed  Project.... 

The  FAA  and  Massporl  have  consulted  with  the  Massachus« 
Historical  Commission  (MHC).  The  MHC  has  concurred  with 
the  FAA's  determination  that  the  Preferred  Altemative  will  ha 
no  adverse  effect  on  significant  historic  properties.  Refer  to 
Section  6.3.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  descriptic 
of  historic  properties,  project  impacts  and  mitigation.  ! 

129.29 

Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger  Rail 

Development  of  high  speed  rail  connections  to  other 
airports  and  the  connection  of  Boston's  two  rail  stations 
with  the  North/South  Rail  Link  could  help  reduce  these 
impacts. 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports  ar  f 
high-speed  rail  services,  in  addition  to  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at  i 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives 
are  expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at 
Logan  Airport,  but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  mnway 
during  periods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Alternative, 
which  specifically  addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and 
provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  development! ! 
at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  act  to  i 
reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at  Logan  Airport.  I 

129.30 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

[The  convenience  level  of  a  city's  airport  has  no  effect  on 
tourism  or  convention  business.] 

The  delay  analysis  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  \ 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  cleariy 
indicates  that  delays  will  increase  in  the  future  if  Runway  14/3 ' 
is  not  built.  Section  1 .2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  an  t 
Section  1 .3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discuss  the 
importance  of  Logan  Airport  to  the  regional  economy.  Refer 
also  to  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  delays  that  would  occur  under 
future  scenarios  if  no  actions  were  taken,  and  the 
delay  reduction  benefits  of  the  Preferred  Altemative. 

129.31 

Ecosystem 

Rare  Species 

The  state  listed  endangered  upland  sandpiper  habitat 
which  would  be  dismpted  by  the  centerfield  taxiway  is  not 
;  adequately  addressed  and  there  is  no  agreement  with  the 
;  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species 
!  Program.... 

l\/lassport  has  developed  a  comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  mitigation  plan  in  close  coordination 
with  the  fi^assachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered 
Species  Program  (NHESP)  for  loss  of  such  habitat  at 
Logan  Airport  from  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway.  Th 

plan  strives  to  enhance  protection  of  remaining  :| 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Logan  Airport  without  increasing  }j 
the  aviation  safety  hazards  typically  associated  with  birds  or  I 
hazards  to  the  birds.  Additionally,  it  is  expected  that  an  area  ofij 
former  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Camp  Edwards  on  ] 
Cape  Cod  will  be  restored  to  grassland  habitat  by  removing  i 
woody  and  shrub  vegetation  to  encourage  enhancement  of  thel 
Upland  Sandpiper  regional  population.  This  restoration  effort  | 
provides  a  unique  opportunity  to  expand  grasslands  in  the  i 
Commonwealth  far  exceeding  the  ±40  acres  to  be  lost  at  I 
Logan  Airport.  In  the  event  that  such  a  program  at  Camp  ; 
Edwards  is  not  available,  an  appropriate  altemative  program  | 
acceptable  to  the  NHESP  will  be  developed  and  implemented. 
Additional  details  of  the  Upland  Sandpiper  mitigation  plan  are 
presented  in  Section  6.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  129:  Massachusetts  Sierra  Club,  John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

129.32     Alternatives         Runway  14/32      [The  proposed  new  runway  will  have  a  veiy  adverse  impact  on 

the  Boston  Hartxjr  Islands  National  Recreation  Area  including 
j  increased  noise,  scenic,  water  quality,  and  wildlife  impacts.] 


129.33 


Environmental 
Review  Process 


Public  Process 


. .  .the  lack  of  future  plans  and  analysis  for  the  airport  over  the 
next  20  years  must  be  found  and  the  current  document  declared 
inadequate.  In  addition,  the  public  has  not  been  given  fair 
consideration  of  the  proposed  Project.  It  is  merely  an  interim 
solution  to  a  much  bigger  and  more  complex  prot)lem  which 
must  be  addressed  before  allowing  the  project  to  go  forward. 


129.34  Environmental 
Review  Process 


IVIEPA 


Because. .  .impacts . .  .[have  not]  been  adequately 
addressed. .  ..the  documents  [should]  be  found  "INADEQUATE' 
and . .  .a  new  Draft  document  [should]  be  required. 


Response 

The  Boston  Hartxjr  Islands,  wNle  within  the  No  Action  Alternative 
(Alternative  4)  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (dB  DNL)  contour,  wfl 
have  no  noise  increase  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to 
Section  6.3.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional 
discussion  of  par1<lands  relative  to  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Current  traffic  trends  at  Logan  Airport  and  the  regional  airports  indicate 
ttiat  Logan  Airport  may  not  reach  29  million  passengers,  presented  in 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  as  a  "1999"  projection,  until  2003. 
Continued  air  service  expansbn  at  the  regional  airports  and  the 
introduction  of  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  in  December  2000  is 
expected  to  further  slow  Logan  Airporf  s  passenger  traffic  growth.  With 
these  devetopments,  Logan  Airport  is  expected  to  reach  37.5  million 
passengers  in  201 5  rather  than  201 0,  and  the  45  million  passenger 
forecasts  will  not  be  achieved  until  2024.  Thus,  the  planning  forecasts 
that  underlie  the  delays  and  environmental  analyses  cover  a  planning 
period  of  at  least  20  years.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  the  planning  forecasts. 

There  was  an  extensive  public  partidpation  and  review  process  during 
the  preparation  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Public  comments 
were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it  was  filed  during  the  summer  of 
1 995.  In  the  fall  of  1 995,  several  public  scoping  sessions  were  held  to 
provide  community  input  to  the  subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes 
for  the  project  To  assure  ttiat  the  Airside  analysis  was  conducted  with 
awareness  and  input  from  all  concerned  parties,  the  Massport  Board 
established  the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC),  which  consists  of 
the  Community  Advisory  Committee  (with  representatives  from 
24  communities  surrounding  Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and 
industry  organizations,  fvlassport  also  funded  independent  consultants 
for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to  professionally  assess 
the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the  Airside  Study.  Between  1 995  and 
1 999,  fvlassport  held  1 6  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an  additional 
1 5  meetings  with  just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings  with  the 
CAC  consultante.  In  addition,  li/lassport  made  29  presentations  to 
elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent  Logan  Airport's  neighboring 
communities,  and  l^assport  held  45  meetings  with  community  and 
business  leaders,  reaching  an  audience  of  more  than  3,000  people. 
During  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  the  FAA  held  two  public  hearings. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft  EIS,  the 
FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  to  address 
speafic  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input  from  a  SDEIS 
Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS 
Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  H/lassachusetts  and  three  were  appointed  by  the 
Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England 
Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then 
met  at  least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total 
of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS, 
the  Draft  EISEIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of  the 
public,  concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding  to  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  1 5  visual  and  written 
presentations  from  the  Projects  technical  consulting  team  and  other 
independent  industry  experts. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that .  .the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this  project 
adequately  and  property  complies  with  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act. . .".  Refer  to  the  Certificate  of  the  Secretary 
of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the  DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1 999. 


Letter  129:  Massachusetts  Sierra  Club,  John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group 


Leaaersnip  tfnejings jor  Massachusetts 


BRIEFING 
REPORT 


-  LETTER  130 

state  of  the  State: 
The  Need  for  Logan 
Airport  Improvements 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Improvements  at  Logan  Airport  Badly  Needed-  With  an  annual  economic 
impact  of  $5  billion,  Boston  Logan  International  Airport  is  at  the  heart  of  the 
region's  economy.  But  in  1998,  Logan  experienced  more  than  120.000  hours 
of  delay,  making  it  the  sixth-worst  airport  for  delays  in  the  nation.  The  annual 
cost  of  those  delays  to  airlines  and  passengers?  An  estimated  $310  million. 

Surprising  Reason  for  Logan  Delays:  Wnd.  The  layout  of  Logan's  four  major 
runways  means  that  when  strong  winds  blow  from  the  northwest,  only  one  or 
two  of  the  existing  runways  can  be  used.  The  normal  of  capacity  120  takeoffs 
and  landings  per  hour  drops  to  90  or  even  60,  causing  huge  traffic  delays. 

"^ew  Over- Water  Runway  Is  the  Key  to  Improvement.  Massport  has  pro- 
)scd  a  series  of  aiiside  improvements  to  reduce  delay  and  improve  efficien- 
cy on  Logan's  airfield.  The  centerpiece  would  be  a  new  5,000-foot  com- 
muter aircraft  runway  with  all  arrivals  and  departures  occurring  over  water. 
The  new  runway  would  reduce  delays  up  to  90  percent  on  northwest  wind 
days,  by  more  than  50  percent  on  good  weather  days,  and  by  up  to  25  percent 
annually. 

Other  Airports  Can  Help  But  Not  Enough.  Passenger  growth  in  1998  was 
up  75  percent  at  Manchester  Airport  and  14  percent  at  T.F.  Green  Airport 
(R.I.),  making  them  two  of  the  fastest  growing  regional  airports  in  the  coun- 
try. Hanscom  Field  already  is  the  second  largest  New  England  airport  in 
landings  and  takeoffs.  This  growth  helps  to  siphon  off  some  of  Logan's  con- 
gestion but  is  not  enough  to  make  a  serious  dent  in  Logan's  delays. 

Public  Overwhelmingly  Favors  Airport  Improvements.  70  percent  of  cit- 
izens statewide  consider  Logan  Airport  very  important  to  the  region's  well 
being,  and  88  percent  of  the  public  favors  a  program  to  modernize  Logan. 
62  percent  of  Massachusetts  residents  and  52  percent  of  those  in  Boston  sup- 
port the  new  runway  construction,  specifically. 

Logan  Upgrade  Helps  Residents  and  Job  Growth.  A  more  efficient  and 
hassle-free  Logan  made  possible  by  airside  improvements  will  support  busi- 
ness expansion  and  job  growth,  the  new  convention  center  and  Boston's  Sea- 
port District.  At  the  same  time,  the  now  runway  will  spread  noise  impacts 
more  equitably  across  communities  near  the  airport  and  shift  75.000  flights 
water — and  that  benefits  everyone.  The  new  runway  also  will  improve 
quality  by  reducing  aircraft  queuing,  idling  and  circling  overhead. 
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Airfield  Imprbvemeri^^^^ 
at  Logan 


Extend  Taxiway  Delta 


Proposed  Over-Water 
Runway  14/32 


THE  ISSUE:  LOGAN  AIRFIELD  LAYOUT  LEADS 
TO  POOR  SERVICE— AND  THE  PUBLIC  SUFFERS 

Delays  at  Logan  Are  Five  Times  the  Congestion  Mini- 
mum and  Costly.  Logan's  120,000  hours  of  delay  in 
1998  were  at  five  times  the  FAA  threshold  for  congestion. 
Delays  cost  Massachusetts  businesses,  passengers,  and  air- 
lines more  than  $300  million  annually.  High-growth 
industries  in  particular  depend  on  Logan — business,  man- 
agement and  financial  services,  high  tech  and  communica- 
tions. 78  percent  of  local  businesses  expect  their  demand 
for  air  travel  to  increase  over  the  next  five  years. 

Wind  and  Airfield  Layout  the  Culprits.  Logan  has  four 
major  runways.  The  FAA  tower  uses  three  runways  at  a 
time  to  accommodate  120  takeoffs  and  landings  per  hour. 
Under  these  conditions,  demand  can  be  accommodated 
with  little  delays.  But  when  strong  winds  come  from  the 
northwest,  one  or  two  of  the  runways  become  unusable, 
making  operations  plunge  to  between  60-90  per  hour. 
Even  when  the  weather  is  clear,  airplanes  at  Logan  can 
end  up  taking  off  late,  and  planes  in  other  airports  embark- 
ing for  Boston  remain  grounded. 

The  Public  Sees  Logan  as  Non-Competitive,  43  percent 
of  Massachusetts  residents  feel  that  Logan  Airport  is 
worse  than  other  airports,  27  percent  feel  it  is  better,  and 
14  percent  believe  it  is  about  the  same  as  other  airports. 
Among  airport  users,  negative  ratings  jump.  53  percent  of 

icople  using  Logan  one  to  five  times  in  the  last  year  say  it 

.  worse  than  other  airports. 


Delays  Create  More  Noise  for 
Logan's  Neighbors.  Residents 
in  communities  surrounding  the 
airpon  suffer  from  delays.  Late 
daytime  schedules  mean  planes 
continue  operations  later  at 
night.  The  lack  of  a  third  east- 
west  runway  forces  the  FAA  to 
rely  heavily  on  Logan's  north- 
south  oriented  runways,  signifi- 
cantly impacting  communities  to 
the  north  and  south.  This  also 
limits  how  often  planes  can 
takeoff  and  land  over  the  water 

LOGAN  IMPROVEMENT  IS 
CRITICAL  TO  THE  REGION'S 
COMPETITIVE  ADVANTAGE 

Job  Growth  Hinges  on 
Improvements.  Boston-area 
businesses  surveyed  said  that 
dependable  and  frequent  air  ser- 
vice is  the  second-most  important  factor  when  considering 
where  to  locate  a  business.  A  delay-prone  airport  alienates 
executives  considering  Massachusetts  as  a  home  base  and 
undermines  Boston's  new  convention  center  and  Seaport 
District  No  significant  improvements  have  been  made  to 
Logan's  airfield  in  more  than  25  years.  Other  major  U.S. 
cities  are  investing  in  new  runways  to  enhance  their  air- 
ports; Boston  must  do  the  same  to  remain  competitive. 

Logan  Airport  Creates  Jobs  and  Revenue  Directly. 

Logan  supports  more  than  100  airport-related  businesses 
and  provides  jobs  for  more  than  15,000  employees.  Air- 
port payroll,  local  purchases,  and  taxes  translate  to  $1.4 
bilUon,  while  visitor  expenditures,  travel  commissions  and 
related  revenue  generate  another  $3.6  bilUon. 

Public  Sees  Logan's  Importance  to  Residents  and  Busi- 
nesses. More  than  half  (56  percent)  of  Massachusetts  resi- 
dents have  used  Logan  airport  in  the  past  year.  86  percent  of 
the  public  consider  the  airport  to  be  important  to  the  eco- 
nomic well  being  of  the  region;  the  number  is  even  higher 
in  Boston.  One-third  of  state  residents  consider  Logan  to  be 
important  to  their  employers.  In  Boston,  nearly  half  (47 
percent)  see  the  airport  as  important  to  their  business. 

OVER-V^ATER  RUNWAY  14./32:  THE  KEY  TO 
IMPROVEMENT  

New  Over- Water  Runway  Is  the  Critical  Element-  One 

of  the  key  solutions  Massport  has  proposed  to  increase 
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efficiency  at  Logan  is  the  uni-directional  over-the-water 
ninway  14/32.  The  new  runway  14/32  would  reduce 
delays  up  to  90  percent  on  northwest  wind  days.  Flights  to 
Logan  are  expected  to  grow  at  about  1.5  percent  annually. 
That's  because  Boston  has  a  vibrant  economy  and  is  one 
of  the  most  popular  destinations  for  business  and  leisure 
travel  in  the  U.S.  Runway  14/32  will  allow  the  FAA  to 
better  manage  the  traffic  that  is  coming  anyway  and  dis- 
tribute flights  more  equitably  over  nearby  neighborhoods, 
reducing  persistent  noise  over  any  one  community. 
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How  important  do  you  think  Logan  airport  is 
to  the  economic  well-being  of  this  region? 
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ALTERNATIVE  SOLUTIONS  ARE  NOT  ENOUGH 

Relief  Proviaed  by  Other  Airports  Necessary  But  Not 
Sufficient.  Hanscom  Field  is  aheady  the  second  busiest 
New  England  airpon  in  operations,  serving  the  corporate 
market.  Passenger  growth  in  1998  was  up  75  percent  at 
Manchester,  N.H.,  Airport  and  14  percent  at  T.F.  Green 
(Providence)  Airport,  siphoning  off  some  of  Logan's  con- 
gestion. Planned  expansion  at  Worcester  and  New  Bedford 
airports  can  help.  However,  Logan  will  remain  the 

region's  hub  airport,  and  none  of  these  develop- 
ments will  sufficiently  decrease  delays  at  Logan. 

Peak-Period  Pricing  Doesn't  Address  the  Problem. 
Pricing  landing/takeoflF  fees  higher  at  peak-travel  times 
will  not  address  weather-related  delays,  which  are  the 
principal  cause  of  slowdowns  at  Logan.  In  addition, 
the  costs  to  important  regional  czuriers,  such  as  Czpc 
Air  and  Business  Express,  could  be  devastating. 

PUBLIC  SUPPORT,  EVEN  IN  BOSTON,  FOR 
THE  PROJECT 
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[Having  heard  arguments  for  and  against 
the  proposed  runway  at  Logan] 
Do  you  favor  or  oppose  the  plan? 
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Not  sure 


Other  Airside  Improvements  Support  the  New  Run- 
way. Proposed  improvements  to  Logan  also  include  a 
centerfield  taxiway,  which  would  reduce  taxiway  conges- 
tion and  case  movement  of  aircraft  between  terminal  areas 
and  runways.  Proposed  changes  would  also  lower 
approach  minimums — the  point  at  which  a  pilot  must 
decide  whether  to  abort  a  landing — for  Logan's  runways. 
Reduced  minimums  will  further  ease  delays,  enhance  safe- 
ty and  improve  operational  flexibility  by  giving  air  traffic 
controllers  a  choice  of  runways  under  poor  weather  condi- 
tions. 


Public  Strongly  Favors  Modernization.  88  per- 
cent of  the  public  favor  a  program  to  improve 
Logan.  The  public  strongly  supports  the  construc- 
tion of  a  new  runway:  62  percent  are  in  favor.  19 
percent  oppose  it,  and  19  percent  are  unsure.  Even  in 
Boston,  the  majority  (52  percent)  are  in  support  of  a 
new  runway,  while  27  percent  oppose  it 


Gaining  Momentum  for  the  Project  Massport 
has  filed  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Report  for  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Plan- 
ning Project,  as  it  is  called,  to  the  appropriate  state 
and  federal  agencies  and  hopes  to  have  the  project 
permitted  by  the  end  of  1999.  In  early  2(X)0,  Mass- 
port  will  seek  relief  from  a  1975  court  injunction, 
which  was  based  on  a  petition  filed  by  a  community- 
based  organization  opposing  construction  of  the 
new  runway.  Design  and  construction  of  the  run- 
way is  planned  for  2000-2001  and  should  be  com- 
pleted within  a  year.  Other  improvements  will  take 
an  estimated  three  to  five  years  to  complete. 

Public  and  Business  Support  Crucial.  The  support  of 
business  and  community  leaders  is  critical  at  public  hear- 
ings and  in  the  media.  A  partial  list  of  hearings  includes 
the  NEPA/MEPA  hearings  on  April  7  at  6:30  PM  at  the 
State  Transportation  Building  in  Boston  and  on  April  8  at 
6:30  PM  at  the  Holiday  Inn,  Route  lA  North  in  East 
Boston.  The  Oreater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  is 
coordinating  an  effort  involving  the  Mass.  Business 
Roundtable,  A.IJvl.  and  other  advocates. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  130 
Mass  Insight, 
State  of  the  State  Executive  Summary 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

130.1 

General 
Support 

;  State  of  the  State:  The  Need  for  Logan  Airport 
Improvements. 

Briefing  Report  in  support  of  improvements  at  Logan 
i  Airport  including  the  new  runway. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  130:  Mass  Insight,  State  of  the  State  Executive  Summary 


LETTER  131 

■MASSPIRG 


Massachusetts  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

29  Temple  Place,  Boston,  MA  02111-1350  (617)  292-4800 
http:/  /  wrww.pirg.org/masspirg 


TO:  Secretary  Bob  Durand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
1 00  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

FR:  Rob  Sargent,  Legislative  Director 

Date:  April  23,  1999 

Atm:  MEPA  Unit 

Re:  Logan  Expansion/Runway  14/32 
Dear  Secretary  Durand, 

MASSPIRG  urges  you  to  reject  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority's  (MASSPORT)  current 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  their  proposed  runway  expansion  as 
insufficient.  The  EIS  fails  to  adequately  take  into  account  existing  pollution  from  the 
airport  and  the  increased  pollution  from  the  planned  expansion  in  light  of  their  projected 
increases  in  passenger  load.  The  EIS  fails  to  specifically  address  past  commitments  that 
have  been  made  to  contain  the  environmental  footprint  of  the  airport. 

You  will  hear  from  many  commenters,  well  documented  accounts  of  the  level  of  current 
air,  water  and  noise  pollution.  You  will  also  receive  many  comments  making  an 
assailable  argument  that  MASSPORT  has  neglected  many  factors  which  will  contribute 
to  increased  pollution  resulting  from  the  airport  expansion.  Therefore,  MASSPIRG  will 
limit  its  comments  to  a  number  of  conceptual  considerations  which  must  be  taken  into 
account  before  approving  this  EIS  or  any  expansi.or?  at  Logan  Airport 

Existing  Burdens  on  the  Environment  and  the  Health  of  the  Surrounding 
Communities 

Logan  Airport  already  poses  an  overwhelming  air  pollution  burden  on  the  communities 
surrounding  it.  It  is  directly  responsible  for  very  substantial  emissions  of  smog-causing 
Nitrogen  Oxides,  hazardous  air  pollutants,  including  known  and  suspected  carcinogens 
such  as  benzene  and  formaldehyde,  and  fine  particulate  pollution,  a  fine  soot  for  which  is 
increasingly  known  to  be  directly  responsible  for  premature  deaths. 

Additionally,  the  airport  is  responsible  for  polluted  runoff  and  other  pollution  of  the 
surrounding  harbor. 


Past  Assurances  of  No  Net  Increase  in  Environmental  Impacts 

MASSPORT  has  made  statements  in  the  past  that  it  woulcknot  expand  the  "environmental 
footprint"  of  the  airport.  The  EIS  neglects  to  address  these  past  commitments.  The  EIS 
states  that  the  runway  expansion  will  make  the  airport  more  efficient  resulting  in  reduced 
congestion,  idling  and  circling  planes.  Yet,  it  completely  ignores  the  accompanying 
projections  of  growth  in  air  traffic.  The  new  runway  must  be  considered  in  the  context  of 
the  projected  growth.  In  that  light,  the  new  runway  can  only  be  seen  as  an  enabler  to 
increased  traffic  in  the  absence  of  a  commitment  to  cap  air  traffic  at  existing  levels. 

MASSPORT  should  not  even  consider  a  new  runway  without  adopting  policies  which 
incent  more  efficient  use  of  the  runways. 

Any  increase  in  emissions  and  other  environmental  and  health  impacts  must  be  offset  by 
equivalent  or  greater  reductions  those  impacts  in  the  neighborhoods  most  directly  affected 
by  airport  pollution.  MEPA  should  reject  any  MASSPORT  plan  which  does  not  contain 
clearly  enforceable  plans  which  adhere  to  this  principle. 

A  Clear  Accounting  for  Resources  Committed  For  Past  Environmental  Mitigation 
Commitments 

Consideration  of  the  assumptions  about  and  promises  about  future  environmental  impacts 
currently  being  made  by  MASSPORT  cannot  be  done  without  a  tough  look  at  what  has 
happened  in  past  mitigation  efforts. 

Past  mitigation  commitments  have  included  commitments  continually  increase  the  mix  of 
passengers  reaching  the  airport  by  public  transit.  Substantial  resources  were  have  been 
earmarked  for  this  and  other  mitigation  commitments.  MEPA  should  demand  a  full 
accounting  where  those  resources  have  been  spent  and  where  they  intend  to  spend  them  in 
the  future. 

Flaws  in  State  Transportation  Planning 

Lastly,  the  debate  over  the  runway  has  fueled  a  much  needed  debate  on  transportation 
planning  in  the  Commonwealth  and  in  the  region.  This  runway,  nor  any  other  changes  in 
our  tranportation  infrastructure,  should  be  considered  with  a  comprehensive  assessment 
of  transportation  options. 

This  must  include  a  well  thought  out  and  coordinated  regional  plan  including  rail  and  a 
balanced  use  of  the  region's  airports. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  131 
MASSPIRG 


Rob  Sargent, 

Legislative  Director 

Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

131.1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

The  EIS  fails  to  adequately  take  into  account  existing 
pollution  from  the  airport  and  the  increased  pollution  from 
the  planned  expansion  in  light  of  their  projected  increases 
in  passenger  load. 

The  air  quality  analysis  includes  all  existing  sources  and 
future  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 

131.2 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

FAA/NEPA, 
MEPA 

The  EIS  fails  to  specifically  address  past  commitments 
that  have  been  made  to  contain  the  environmental 
footprint  of  the  airport. 

Massport's  airport-wide  mitigation  commitments  are  well 
documented  and  tracked  in  the  Environmental  Status  and 
Planning  Report  and  its  annual  updates.  The  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project  proposed  recommendations 
does  not  include  the  expansion  of  the  footprint  of  Logan 
Airport.  Extensive  analysis  of  impacts  of  the  37.5  million 
scenario  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Chapters  5  and  6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

131.3 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

Logan  Airport  already  poses  an  overa/helming  air  pollution 
burden  on  the  communities  surrounding  it. 

Modeling  of  air  emissions  shows  no  violation  of  the  NAAQS  in 
any  areas  surrounding  Logan  Airport. 

131.4 

Watpr  Oiipiitv 

thp  aimort    rp<inrtn<;ihlp  fnr  nnlliitpd  ninnff  ;inrl  nthpr 

pollution  of  the  surrounding  hartor. 

Mp9<snnrt  nrp<^pnt<;  data  rpnarHinn  niitfall  mnnitorinn  in  itQ 

GEIR/ESPRs  and  its  subsequent  Annual  Updates.  Similarly, 
Massport  has  developed  extensive  documentation  regarding 
its  development  of  the  new  salt  marsh  restoration  area  along 
Taxiway  November.  The  Airside  Project  has  been  designed  in 
a  manner  to  avoid  any  wetland  or  harbor  construction  and  a 
mitigation  program  has  been  developed  to  ensure  that  the 
project  will  not  adversely  affect  water  resources. 

131.5 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

FAA/NEPA, 
MEPA 

Massport  has  made  statements  in  the  past  that  it  would 
not  expand  the  "environmental  footprint"  of  the  airport. 
The  EIS  neglects  to  address  these  past  commitments. 

See  Response  to  131.2.  Extensive  analysis  of  impacts  of  the 
37.5  million  scenario  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Chapters  5  and 
6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Extensive  analysis  of 
impacts  of  the  37.5  million  scenario  is  discussed  in  detail  in 
Chapters  5  and  6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

131.6 

Altematives 

Runway  14/32 

...the  new  runway  can  only  be  seen  as  an  enablerto 
increased  traffic  in  the  absence  of  a  commitment  to  cap 
air  traffic  at  existing  levels. 

The  goals  of  the  Airside  Project  are  to  reduce  delay,  increase 
the  airport's  efficiency,  and  improve  airfield  safety  in  an 
environmentally  responsible  manner.  The  constmction  of 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  prevent  the  significant 
drop  in  airfield  capacity  that  now  occurs  during 
northwest  wind  conditions.  The  runway  would  not  increase 
Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of 
approximately  120  operations  per  hour  which  is  available 
nearly  80  percent  of  the  year,  but  rather  would  allow  this 
capacity  to  be  maintained  more  consistently. 

loi./ 

Alternatives 

Hunway  i4/o<i 

Massport  should  not  even  consider  a  new  njnway  without 
adopting  policies  which  incent  more  efficient  use  of  the 
runways. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  is  a  delay  reduction  program  that 
promotes  the  efficiency  and  safety  of  airfield  operations  at 
Logan  Airport.  Runway  14/32  enhances  operating  efficiency 
by  providing  a  third  available  runway  in  weather  conditions 
that  require  northwest-southeast  operations.  Similar 
three-runway  configurations  exist  for  all  other  operating 
directions.  Runway  14/32  would  not  expand  the  overall 
capacity  of  the  airport,  since  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating 
capacity  of  120  operations  per  hour,  which  is  available 
approximately  80  percent  of  the  year,  is  maintained  with 
Runway  14/32.  Massport  is  committed  to  ensuring  that  the 
airfield  continues  to  function  as  efficiently  as  possible.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  achieves  this  goal  responsibly. 

Letter  131:  MASSPIRG,  Rob  Sargent,  Legislative  Director 
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Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

131.8 

Public  Health 

Effects 

Any  increase  in  emissions  and  other  environmental  and 
health  impacts  must  be  offset  by  equivalent  or  greater 
reductions  [to]  those  impacts  in  the  neighborhoods  most 
directly  affected  by  airport  pollution. 

The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  indicate 
better  air  quality  conditions  with  Runway  14/32  and  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  than  with  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

131.9 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

Past  mitigation  commitments  have  included  commitments 
[to]  continually  increase  the  mix  of  passengers  reaching 
the  airport  by  public  transit.  Substantial  resources  were 
[to]  have  been  earmarked  for  this  and  other  mitigation 
commitments.  MEPA  should  demand  a  full  accounting  [of] 
where  those  resources  have  been  spent  and  where  they 
intend  to  spend  them  in  the  future. 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  reports  on 
Massport's  progress  on  meeting  its  air  passenger  goal  of 
35.2  percent  by  the  time  air  passenger  volumes  reach 
37.5  million  annual  passengers.  Consideration  will  be  given 
ways  to  enhance  transit  ridership  and  use  of  the 
Logan  Express  bus  service.  In  addition,  Massport  is 
considering  consolidation  of  car  rental  facilities,  which  will 
facilitate  the  consolidation  of  the  courtesy  vehicles  serving  t 
rental  car  companies. 

131.10 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

...[The  proposed  new  runway  and]  any  other  changes  in 
our  transportation  infrastructure,  should  be  considered 
with  a  comprehensive  assessment  of  transportation 
options. 

Massport's  analysis  of  regional  alternatives  is  comprehensiv 
and  reflects  all  the  major  recommendations  of  various 
regional  planning  studies  that  have  been  conducted  over  the 
last  decade.  These  include  expansion  of  the  regional  airport 
and  development  of  high-speed  rail  in  the  Boston-New  York 
mar1<et. 

Letter  131:  MASSPIRG,  Rob  Sargent,  Legislative  Director 
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LETTER 


Secrerary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
atm:  Arthur  Pugsley      EOEA  #10458 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  Mass.  02205 

Re:      New  Runway  at  Logan  Airport;  Expansion  at  S.  Weymouth  &  Hanscom 
Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

I  wish  to  offer  some  comments  regarding  the  runway  expansion  at  Logan 
Airport,  as  well  as  further  observations  regarding  alternatives  for  expanded  airport 
capacity  in  Eastern  Massachusetts.   This  is  a  matter  that  is  vital  to  the  future  of 
our  company — as  well  as  many  other  growing  businesses  in  Eastern  Massachusetts. 

I  write  on  behalf  of  MJ  Research,  Inc.,  which  is  a  biotech  manufacturing  firm 
in  Waltham.  Our  company  employs  about  250  people  in  a  wide  variety  of 
disciplines,  and  we  are  a  world  leader  in  our  area  of  DNA  analysis  technology.  We 
have  distributors  in  over  forty  nations,  we  have  been  two  years  an  "Inc.  500" 
company,  and  we  were  recently  honored  with  a  "Business  Excellence"  award  from  the 
Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce.  In  short,  I  think  we  are  the  sort  of  business 
that  Massachusetts  wishes  to  develop  (and  keep). 

Problem  for  Massachusetts  Business 

A  significant  problem  MJ  Research  frequently  experiences  is  the  slow  (and 
exceedingly  expensive)  airline  travel  in  and  out  of  Boston.  The  biotech  business 
requires  that  executives,  scientists,  service  personnel,  etc.  frequently  fly  to  other 
cities  for  one-day  meetings  or  service  calls,  leaving  in  the  morning  and  returning  in 
the  evening.  But  that  is  almost  impossible  to  do  in  a  reliable  fashion  from  Logan 
Airport,  because  even  on  clear  days,  you  will  often  find  yourself  sitting  for  two  hours 
on  the  tarmac  at  Newark  Airport,  for  example,  waiting  for  a  landing  slot  at  Logan. 
This  can  be  very  imposing  upon  the  time  of  the  employees  of  MJ  Research, 
diminishing  our  corporate  efficiency  and  morale  considerably. 

Problem  Regarding  Convention  Center  Expansion 

This  persistent  "delay"  problem  is  going  to  be  exacerbated  extraordinarily  by 
the  construction  of  a  new  convention  center.  We  typically  exhibit  at  20+ 
conferences  at  such  convention  centers  each  year.  Believe  me,  flying  in  an  out  of  a 
convention  city  with  20,000  other  attendees  jams  the  airport  in  every  convention 
city  in  the  U.S.  on  the  days  that  a  major  convention  begins  or  ends  (which  typically 
composes  three  or  four  days  in  a  week).  Those  individuals  who  advocate  a  vastly 
expanded  convention  business  in  Boston,  while  simultaneously  opposing  a  runway 
expansion,  are  naive  at  best. 

NEED  FOR  New  Runway;  Sypmpathy  for  East  Boston  Residents 

In  the  short  term,  I  see  no  alternative  but  to  open  the  proposed  new  runway 
at  Logan  Airport.  It  is  the  central  airport  of  New  England,  and  the  fact  is,  the 
current  runways  are  oversubscribed  the  instant  a  land  breeze  begins  to  blow  towards 
Boston  Harbor.  We  need  a  new  runway  at  Logan,  period. 


EOEA  ^10458 
22  April  1999 
page  two 

But  I  am  sympathetic  to  the  concerns  of  the  citizens  of  East  Boston,  Roxbury, 
Chelsea,  Quincy  and  elsewhere,  and  I  don't  think  these  communities  deserve  to 
have  every  jet  airplane  flying  in  and  out  of  Boston  passing  over  their  heads  for  the 
next  fifty  years.  Rather,  I  wish  to  advocate  in  addition  ^to  the  Logan  expansion 
increased  commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field.  But  more  importantly,  1  believe  we 
should  develop  the  old  South  Weymouth  Naval  Air  Station  as  a  new  Boston  airport. 

Increased  Commercial  Service  at  Hanscom  Field 

As  our  company  is  located  on  Route  128  in  Waltham,  increased  commercial 
service  at  Hanscom  Field  would  be  exceedingly  convenient  for  us  (as  well  as  everyone 
else  on  Routes  128  and  2  and  along  the  Interstate  93  corridor).  Hanscom  has  the 
advantages  of  having  existing  highway  approaches  from  both  Routes  2A,  4  and 
225 — which  should  give  adequate  capacity  for  a  moderate  expansion.  In  particular, 
if  there  were  simply  increased  commercial  service  to  the  New  York,  Chicago,  and 
Washington  D.C.  airports,  a  large  fraction  of  the  highly-profitable  business  traffic 
could  be  diverted  to  this  airport,  without  imposing  excessively  on  the  local  citizens 
or  the  highway  infrastructure.  These  three  cities  represent  major  hubs  both 
nationally  and  internationally,  and  it  would  be  greatly  helpful  to  have  Hanscom  as 
a  viable  airport  alternative  for  the  Route  128  and  the  Metrowest  crowd. 

Former  South  Weymouth  Naval  Air  Station 

Perhaps  the  biggest  unrealized  opportunity  for  improving  commercial  air 
service  in  New  England  lies  in  the  property  that  was  once  the  South  Weymouth 
Naval  Air  Station  (NAS).  This  is  an  existing  large  airport,  it  has  long  runways 
capable  of  handling  heavy  jet  traffic,  and  it  has  been  used  until  quite  recently  for 
heavy  military  jet  traffic  (most  of  the  approaches  to  the  former  NAS  are  over  forest, 
highways  or  industrial  buildings).   Although  the  South  Weymouth  NAS  Re-Use 
and  Planning  Committee  has  studied  the  matter  for  some  time  and  has  decided 
upon  making  the  property  into  a  shopping  mall  --  this  old  air  base  is  potentially  a 
resource  of  extraordinary  value  for  ALL  of  New  England.  Thus  1  think  its 
redevelopment  should  be  more  carefully  considered,  with  the  needs  of  the  whole 
region  in  mind  (and  I  hear  the  shopping  mall  plan  is  in  trouble  anyway). 

The  decisions  being  made  today  will  affect  all  of  New  England  for  decades  to 
come.  It  is  inconceivable  to  me  that  more  attention  has  not  been  given  to  the  South 
Weymouth  alternative,  for  this  a  unique  opportunity  to  address  fundamental 
problems  with  the  New  England  infrastructure  that  are  causing  this  ages-old  Logan 
debate  in  the  first  place.  The  former  NAS  is  well  located  on  Routes  128  and  Route 
3,  it  would  give  good  access  to  the  South  Shore  and  Cape  Cod,  and  it  is  located  along 
the  new  South  Shore  Commuter  Rail  Line.  Furthermore,  a  short  extension  of  the 
Red  Line  could  easily  bring  MBTA  subway  service,  which  would  conveniently 
connect  a  new  airport  to  all  of  central  Boston. 

I  have  heard  some  argue  that  use  of  the  old  NAS  as  a  commercial  airport 
"interferes  with  Logan  flight  paths."  As  a  licensed  pilot  of  fifteen  years  experience, 
1  simply  don't  understand  this  argument.  The  Navy's  heavy  use  of  this  airport  for 
decades  didn't  interfere — and  military  flight  paths  are  typically  considerable. 
Even  if  there  were  some  limited  interference — surely  the  flight  paths  of  Logan  could 
be  adjusted  to  accommodate  an  airport  a  dozen  miles  away,  if  these  same  paths  can 
be  adjusted  to  accommodate  a  new  Logan  runway  a  quarter  mile  from  existing 
runways. 
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Assembling  property  in  the  1990's  for  a  wholly  new  airport  is  a  virtual 
impossibility — and  the  problem  will  only  get  worse  in  the  twenty-first  century.  But 
in  South  Weymouth  we  have  an  existing  large  airport  seemingly  tailor-made  for 
commercial  use!  A  new  Boston  airport  would  provide  Ipng-term,  high-quality  local 
job  opportunities  for  the  residents  of  Weymouth,  Rockland,  Abington  and  Hingham 
(as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  South  Shore),  while  improving  the  air  transportation 
opportunities  for  all  of  New  England. 

TTiank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  read  my  comments,  and  1  look  forward  to 
your  determination  on  the  current  proposal.   It  truly  is  a  matter  of  significant 
concern  for  all  of  Massachusetts  business. 


Sincerely 


John  Finney  \ 

President 

MJ  Research,  Inc. 


Enclosures 
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Letter  132 
MJ  Research,  Inc. 
John  Finney,  President 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

132.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

[Air  service  at  Logan  is  unreliable  due  to  delay  problems.] 

Comment  noted. 

132.2 

Puipose  and 
Need 

Delay 

[Logan  needs  to  be  efficient  if  Boston  is  to  attract 
significant  convention  business.] 

Comment  noted. 

132.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

1... advocate  in  addition  to  the  Logan  expansion  increased 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field.  But  more 
importantly,  1  believe  we  should  develop  the  old  South 
Weymouth  Naval  Air  Station  as  a  new  Boston  airport. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  altematives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 

already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of 
aircraft  operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The 
Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private,  business,  charter, 
and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  othenwise  use 
Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was 
filed,  Shuttle  America,  a  newly  founded  airline,  began 
commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering 
limited  turboprop  sen/ices  to  short-haul  regional  markets  - 
Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington, 
Delaware  (discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is 
also  conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field,  consistent  with  its 
established  policy  (60-seat  regulation),  it  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a 
major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its 
geographic  proximity  to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its  development  as  a 
significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally,  commuter  airlines 
serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to  Hanscom 
Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on 
Logan  Airporf  s  commuter  flights  connect  to  other 
Logan  Airport  flights.  However,  any  new  commercial  service 
initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be  reviewed  for 
consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR),  its 
Annual  Updates,  and  applicable  regulatory  limitations,  and 
shall  be  considered  by  the  Hanscom  Field  Advisory 
Committee.  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Field.  The 
environmental  impacts  of  commercial  services  at 
Hanscom  Field  are  summarized  from  the  HGEIR  and  appear 
in  Appendix  B  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  132:  MJ  Research,  inc.,  John  Finney,  President 
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LETTER  133 

April?,  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 

Cambridge  Street 

20*  Floor 

Boston.  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

As  an  advocate  for  ttie  business  community  on  Nantucket  Island,  the  Nantucket 
Island  Chamber  of  Commerce  wishes  to  make  a  statement  regarding  the  proposed 
unidirectional  mnway  at  Logan  airport. 

Nantucket  is  geographically  isolated,  and  relies  more  than  most  communities  on 
safe  and  efficient  air  travel.  Nantucket  Memorial  Airport  is  in  the  summer  months 
New  England's  second-busiest  airport,  and  on  certain  summer  days  has  actually 
exceeded  volumes  seen  at  Logan.  Air  travel  is  a  linchpin  of  our  tourism  economy, 
and  since  over  25  percent  of  our  incoming  commercial  flights  are  vectored  through 
Boston,  the  timeliness  with  which  Logan  Airport  operates  has  a  direct  impact  on  our 
island.  In  addition,  year-round  residents  of  Nantucket  rely  upon  air  access  to  Boston 
for  business,  medical,  and  recreation  needs,  all  of  which  can  be  fouled  by  delays. 

The  Chamber  of  Commerce  also  considers  the  new  runway  a  better  investment  of 
Massport's  resources  than  any  of  the  stated  alternatives,  particulariy  reintroduction  of 
a  peak-period  landing  fee  program.  These  programs  are  misguided  and 
discriminatory,  and  punish  the  small  airiines  who  contribute  least  to  Logan's  mynad 
delays.  Studies  have  cleariy  shown  the  effectiveness  of  peak-pricing  in  delay 
reduction  to  be  questionable  at  best.  Furthennore,  should  a  peak  pricing  structure 
be  installed  in  Boston,  it  would  have  the  potential  to  cripple  Cape  Air,  the  1Q0 
independent  airiine  that  provides  our  major  link  to  Logan  Airport,  and  the  loss  of 
which  would  do  irrevocable  damage  to  our  island's  economy. 


133 
133 


The  Chamber  recognizes  local  concerns  about  noise;  noise  abatement  has  been  a 
major  issue  on  Nantucket  as  well.  However,  if  the  proposed  mnway  is  unidirectional, 
and  remains  unidirectional  in  perpetuity,  then  the  Impact  of  air  operations  will  be 
minimized  by  overwater  takeoffe  and  landings.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Maia  Gaillard 
Executive  Director 


cc:  Dan  Wolf,  President 

Cape  Air/Nantucket  Airlines 
Arthur  Desrocher.  Chairman 
Nantucket  Board  of  Selectmen 
Fred  Jaeger,  Manager 
Nantucket  Memorial  Airport 
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Letter  133 

Nantucket  Island  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Mala  Gaillard,  Executive  Director 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

133.1 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

The  Chamber  of  Commerce  also  considers  the  new 
njnway  a  better  investment  of  Massport's  resources  than 
any  of  the  stated  altematives,  particulariy  reintroduction  of 
a  peak-period  landing  fee  program. 

Comment  noted. 

133.2 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pncing 

...[Peak  Period  Pricing  is]  misguided  and  discriminatory, 
and  punish[es]  the  small  airiines  who  contribute  least  to 
Logan's  myriad  delays. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

133.3 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

...peak  pricing.. .would  have  the  potential  to  cripple  Cape 
Air,  the  independent  airiine  that  provides  our  major  link  to 
Logan  Airport,  and  the  loss  of  which  would  do  in-evocabie 
damage  to  our  island's  economy. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
sen/ices  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

Letter  133:  Nantucket  Island  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Maia  Gaillard,  Executive  Director 


NANfTUCKET  PLANNING  AND  ECONOMJC  DEVaOPMENT  COMMISSION 


April  19,  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20*^  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

The  Nantucket  Planning  and  Economic  Development  Commission  ("NP&EDC") 
appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on 
the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project,  dated  February,  1999. 

The  NP&EDC  is  the  regional  planning  agency  for  the  Island,  Town,  and  County 
of  Nantucket.  As  an  Island,  Nantucket  faces  unique  transportation  challenges.  Nantucket 
is  dependent  on  water  and  air  transportation  as  critical  links  to  the  mainland.  Among  the 
most  important  transportation  service  are  the  air  links  between  Nantucket  and  Boston's 
Logan  Airport.  The  most  consistent  and  frequent  of  which  is  provided  by  small  carriers. 

Peak  Period  Pricing 

The  NP&EDC  understands  that  congestion  of  existing  runways  at  Logan  Airport 
is  a  serious  concern,  and  threatens  to  erode  the  efficiency  and  margin  of  safety  of  airport 
operations.  Among  the  options  proposed  by  the  DEIR  is  use  of  peak  period  pricing  to 
control  the  demand  at  certain  times.  The  NP&EDC  is  adamantly  opposed  to  this  method 
to  reduce  congestion.  This  air  corridor  is  time-sensitive  to  Nantucket  residents  and 
businesses.  The  inevitable  consequence  of  peak  period  pricing  on  Nantucket  travelers  and 
businesses  is  the  absorption  of  additional  transportation  costs.  Although  the  popular 
conception  of  Nantucket  is  a  wealthy  resort  destination,  this  is  not  the  reality.  Businesses 
on  Nantucket,  as  in  any  other  place,  must  strike  a  balance  between  profit  and  overhead. 
Residents  now  pay  over  30%  more  for  transportation  than  their  mainland  counterparts. 
On  Nantucket,  transportation  costs  are  already  a  substantial  cost  of  living  and  doing 
business  and  there  are  escalating  costs  of  land,  rents  and  infrastructure.  For  those 
businesses  that  are  forced  to  absorb  the  delays  that  are  a  consequence  of  peak  period 
pricing,  these  delays  equate  to  added  cost  for  Nantucketers  as  well.  There  are  virtually  no 
reasonable  alternative  options  available.  Should  peak  period  pricing  force  businesses  to 


134.1 


134.2 


abandon  ciir  service  to  Boston,  other  modes,  or  combination  of  modes  of  transportation 
must  be  used  which  are  inefficient,  and  time  consuming.  Islanders  frequently  require 
connections  to  Boston  for  medical,  professional,  personal,  governmental  and  other 
reasons. 

Unidirectional  Runway  14/32 

The  NP&EDC  believes  that  the  proposed  Unidirectional  Runway  14/32  is  the  best 
solution  for  improving  congestion  at  Logan.  Based  on  the  information  provided  in  the 
DEIR,  this  runway  isolates  much  of  the  small  carrier  traffic  from  major  carrier  traffic, 
and  by  reducing  this  conflict,  decreases  delays.  The  improvements  add  no  apparent  costs 
to  air  carrier  services  and  transportation  costs  between  Nantucket  and  Logan,  which  is  of 
course  of  critical  importance  to  Nantucket. 

In  conclusion,  the  NP&EDC  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  issue 
of  serious  economic  impact  to  Nantucket.  Nantucket  as  a  thriving,  historically  preserved 
community  is  a  substantial  contributor  to  the  economic  well  being  of  the  Commonwealth, 
and  this  fact  should  not  be  lost  as  you  assess  the  impacts  of  these  various  alternatives. 

Very  truly  yom"s, 


Chairman 

Cc:      Senator  Henri  Rauschenbach 

Representative  Eric  Turkington 
Massport 

Arthur  Desrocher,  Chairman,  Nantucket  Board  of  Selectmen 
Jennie  Gameau,  President,  Nantucket  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Dan  Wolf,  President,  Cape  Air 

File:     Massport:  Logan  Airside  Improvements 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  134 

Nantucket  Planning  and  Economic 
Development  Commission 
Alvin  S.  Topham,  Chairman 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


134.1 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

The  NP&EDC  is  adamantly  opposed  to... [peak  period 
pricing]  to  reduce  congestion. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  See  Section  4.5  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

134.2 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

(Implementation  of  peak  period  pricing  at  Logan  VKOuld 
adversely  affect  Nantucket's  economy.] 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  sen/ice  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  curently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

134.3 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Tfie  NP&EDC  believes  ttiat  tfie  proposed  Unidirectional 
Runway  14/32  is  tfie  best  solution  for  improving 
congestion  at  Logan.  Based  on  tfie  information  provided 
in  tfie  DEIR,  this  runway  isolates  much  of  the  small  carrier 
traffic  from  major  carrier  traffic  and  by  reducing  this 
conflict,  decreases  delays.  The  improvements  add  no 
apparent  costs  to  air  carrier  services  and  transportation 
costs  between  Nantucket  and  Logan,  which  is. ..of  critical 
importance  to  Nantucket. 

The  benefits  of  Runway  14/32  are  significant:  (1)  It  provides  a 
third  runway  for  operations  during  northwest  winds;  (2)  it 
reduces  total  annual  delay  by  27  to  37  percent 
(Preferred  Altemative  vs.  the  No  Action  Altemative);  (3)  it 
reduces  delays  during  VFR  conditions  by  47  to  57  percent 
(Preferred  Altemative  vs.  the  No  Action  Altemative);  (4)  it 
allows  controllers  to  separate  aircraft  of  differing  size  classes 
during  northwest  winds;  and  (5)  it  increases  the  controllers' 
ability  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 

Letter  134:  Nantucket  Planning  and  Economic  Development  Commission,  Alvin  S.  Topham,  Chairman 
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April  7,  1999 


LETTER  135 


Jay  Wickersham,  Director 
MEPA 

100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:  LOGAN  DELAY  REDUCTION  PROGRAM 
Dear  Mr.  Wickersham: 

NAIOP  strongly  supports  Massport's  Logan  Delay  Reduction  Program  in 
general  and  the  cornerstone  of  this  proposal,  a  new  uni-directional  runway. 

Logan  Airport  is  the  17th  busiest  airport  in  the  nation,  and  the  sixth  worst 
in  terms  of  delays.  With  growing  demand  for  its  services,  Logan  has  not 
had  any  significant  runway  improvements  in  25  years.  A  new  runway  for 
Logan  Airport  is  vital  for  the  state's  continued  economic  growth.  Without 
it,  delays  will  get  much  worse;  with  it  MassPort  has  predicted  a  25% 
reduction  in  delays. 

NAIOP  and  the  research  group.  Mass  Insight,  have  produced  "The 
Massachusetts  Expansion  Report"  the  last  four  years,  based  on  interviews 
with  senior  executives  in  the  top  growth  sectors  in  the  state.  Over  the  last 
two  years,  access  and  reliability  at  Logan  Airport  were  singled  out  as 
significant  disadvantages  to  Massachusetts  businesses.  The  companies 
that  are  growing  in  Massachusetts  engage  in  a  great  deal  of  air  travel  by 
employees  and  clients  (consulting,  money  management,  high  tech, 
telecommunications,  etc.).  The  frequency  with  which  Logan  is  closed  due 
to  weather  relative  to  places  like  Chicago,  Dallas,  or  Atlanta,  was 
specifically  cited.  These  business  executives  and  their  site  location 
consultants  say  Logan  Airport  improvements  are  a  top  priority. 

Although  Massport's  plans  also  include  expansion  of  service  at  other 
regional  airports,  an  expanded  rail  service  to  Rhode  Island,  and  a  new 
high-speed  rail  service  with  New  York  City;  alone,  they  are  not  sufficient 
to  resolve  the  long  term  flight  delay  problems. 

By  redirecting  small  and  mid-size  planes  to  the  planned  "14-32"  uni- 
directional runway,  pressure  would  be  taken  off  of  the  other  runways, 
especially  during  the  potentially  crippling  conditions  with  a  northwest 


Jay  Wickersham 
April  7,  1999 
Page  2 


wind  that  presently  causes  Logan  to  limit  runway  usage  and  ground  flights. 

The  Massachusetts  Chapter  of  NAIOP  (National  Association  of  Industrial  and  Office  Properties) 
represents  the  commercial  real  estate  industry  through  its  legislative  affairs  efforts,  educational 
programs,  and  its  continual  research  into  critical  issues  of  business  development.  NAIOP  is  the 
leading  voice  for  commercial  real  estate  in  the  state  and  represents  the  interests  of  companies 
involved  with  the  development,  ownership,  management,  and  financing  of  commercial  properties 
as  well  as  those  companies  providing  services  to  this  industry.  Our  membership  consists  of  over 
350  members  who  own  or  manage  more  than  85  million  square  feet  of  office,  research  & 
development,  and  industrial  space  in  the  Commonwealth. 


Sincerely, 


NAIOP,  MASSACHUSETTS 

National  Association  of  Industrial  and  Office  Properties 


David  I.  Begelfer 
Executive  Director 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  135 

National  Association  of  Industrial 

and  Office  Properties 
David  I.  Begelfer,  Executive  Director 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

135.1 

General 
;  Support 

:  NAIOP  strongly  supports  Massport's  Logan  Delay 

:  Reduction  Program  in  general  and  the  cornerstone  of  this 

■  proposal,  a  new  uni-directional  mnway. 

Comment  noted. 

135.2 

;  Purpose  and 
;  Need 

Delay 

:  NAIOP  and  the  research  group,  Mass  Insight,  have 
1  produced  "The  Massachusetts  Expansion  Report"  the  last 
!  four  years,  based  on  interviews  with  senior  executives  in 
[  the  top  growth  sectors  in  the  state.  Over  the  last  two 
!  years,  access  and  reliability  at  Logan  Airport  were  singled 
;  out  as  significant  disadvantages  to  Massachusetts 
;  businesses. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  135:  National  Association  of  Industrial  and  Office  Properties,  David  I.  Begelfer,  Executive  Director 

^;IW*iC?^?^®£K^J>.^3;!^^■S£l5i.^4■««Co-^tT■s!tvs3^  ■  .h-. 


OfUcec?  and  Staff 


I  R.  Mmin.CA 
CrikUn|a.CA 
RobutW.OoRT.CA 

Joicpti  F.  Honuif;  Jt.  DC 

EaiKVUvc  Dn«CkX 
touB.  C>(M| 

AxnMjitl  Dinztur 

Muii^ihip  Director 
Jajic  U  Co4sr«w 

Board  of  Directors 

Ro>atP.Abnham.PA 
Suiaci  N.  A^unv  WA 
Pnl  O.  Aiiok  IN 
Coots' AfDKiL  NT 
Frank  Bairy.NY 
Cicprr  Bender.  N3 
CenrccW,  Bliimtullt.VA 
Rmid  P.  BotKloian.  Jt.  IL 
Ootigiu  J.  BOMH.  N) 
Kennnh  A.  Brian.  DC 
DoruBrioPkCA 

AmlmJ.  Clbil.NY 
Mufc  D.CuL«ai,OH 
Cmfi^  CUUm.  AZ 
Junes  a.  Ounibilt.  VA 
June*  O.  CiaceisicOi,  Kl 
V>yM  e.  Dbvk.  me 
lt**t  A.  Divnan.  PA 
Jtnxa  A.  Duigut  Jr..  OH 
Diao  Oiwti.  DC 
Ourles  A  Diina.  FL 
Cart  Bowfa.  VT 
Ccoric  Cackle.  Ca 

I.  Ceima,  MI 
Ccuha.TX 

M.Cu<Minl,  Jt.CA 

t  J.  On:;;ouc,  MA 

fry  rt»JI.  Cr 
VI  Mirnlllan,  MA 
J«i»«  Hfitic  w* 
J.  Hnw.xl  H«dii>i.  OH 
PaulR.  Han.  PA 
lolm  Heif  nr.  VA 
Uwn  M.  KsMT,  1^ 
Band  O  Jooci.  CT 

Jjr  Junu.  CO 

UwrenocT.  Joyce,  PA 
loMl  H.  Kiikwvxxl.  CA 
Rklvird  KulU  NY 
B<4UP>eU*,TX 
£i)»m(d  P.  Ldfht.  Wl 
Ro«uvUnx.NT 
Entost  1.  Lmutt,  lA 
DunieJ  B.  LovepM.  CA 
Dan  lau,  NE 

Micluel  S.  McCnKh.  MO 
JotiDA  Mnii.K5 
Rohen  W.  M«n.  MN 
Ham  S.  Mu-itcr.  Wa 
Sunui  H.  MuiM.  RJ 
Ck%  ^4axz^ow,  Ml 
JuTniD.  Plii^WI 
to*  Perry.  KT 
Anhur  fault,  ot 
Jotui  W.  PtKU.  MD 
Rohen  A  Rooay.  CA 
Band  Randall.  IL 
Could  P.  RnMiuon.  IL 
Jokn  A  Roaa,  NY 
StcvTicn  J,  Salaiii.  NY 
Sltanm  ShiKycr.  Pa 
M.  Paal  SKwe.  Va 
Ricliard  L  Si\ya.  CA 
John  Sua.  Jr.  LA 
tMpM^  K  ^oro^waki.  FL 
Jim  Sk.-R:)la>n,  Oti 

Dimald  M-  Su.an.  Jr..  NC 
D»«J  Tontak.  IL 
Stcpljca  vol\  Boftiii,  DC 
Edmuod  }.  Vm  Nomcck.  CA 

•"•IliaiB  B.  Wcdia.  WA 
•ne  Wolff.  OA 
M.Yorb)r.CA 


LETTER  136 


900  Second  Scrcec.  NJE. 
Suite  308 
Washington.  DC 
20002-3557 


Phone  202-408-8362 

Fax  202-408-8287 

E-nuil  aarp@naTprail.org 

Web  www.narpnil.of]g 


National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers 


*     April  23,  1 999 

Bob  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs,  Attention:  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley,  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  St.,  Room  2000 
Boston.  MA  02202 

John  C.  Silva,  Manager 
Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

Re:      Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (MP A)  Logan  Aiiside  Improvements 
Planning  Project  DEIS/DEIR  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
Boston-Logan  International  Airport 

The  National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers,  with  14,000  members 
nationwide,  believes  that  the  North  Station-South  Station  Rail  Link  in  Boston  is 
the  single  most  important  rail  passenger  infrastructure  investment  opportunity  in 
New  England  and  one  of  the  most  important  in  the  nation.  For  that  reason,  we 
gave  our  Golden  Spike  Award  to  Governor  Weld  and  State  Rep.  John  Businger, 
both  of  whom  accepted  the  awards  in  person  at  our  Washington  reception  in 
April,  1994.  A  year  earlier.  Senate  Majority  Leader  George  Mitchell  came  to 
accept  the  same  award,  in  part  for  his  role  in  securing  $4  million  for  Amtrak  for 
preliminary  work  on  the  Rail  Link. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  above-captioned  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  reflect  the 
importance  of  this  opportunity. 

1 .  The  Kail  Link  ridership  diversion  number  shown  in  the  Ma.ssport  report 
is  so  low  as  to  be  completely  lacking  in  credibility. 

I  refer  in  particular  to  the  claim  that  a  North  Station-South  Station  rail  link  would 
divert  only  128  people  a  day  from  Logan  to  rail.  ["The  preliminary  analysis 
conducted  by  project  proponents  indicates  that  the  North-South  Rail  Link  would 
increase  2020  intercity  rail  ridership  on  the  Northeast  Corridor  primarily  by 
diverting  passengers  from  auto  with  only  a  small  amount  of  diversion  from  air — 
approximately  46,700  passengers."] 


136.1 


Messrs.  Durand  and  Silva 
Page  2 

•  This  figure  [46,700  /  365  -  127.9]  seems  to  completely  discount  improved  connectivity 
between  north-side  commuter  rail  lines  and  high  speed  rail.  In  other  words,  it  does  not 
include  people  who  are  riding  through  the  rail  link  tunnel  oil  commuter  rail  but  are  doing  so 
in  order  to  connect  with  high  speed  rail  at  South  Station. 

•  It  clearly  does  not  reflect  operation  of  any  trains  between  Maine  and  New  York,  which 
Amtrak  certainly  would  run  if  the  Rail  Link  existed.  We  understand  that  Amtrak  is 
developing  new  numbers  based  on  the  assumption  of  some  Portland-New  York  run-through 
service. 

•  It  probably  reflects  a  very  conservative  estimate  of  demand  for  the  limited  extensions  of 
high-speed  trains  to  Wobum  cited. 

2.  The  report  overstates  the  quality  of  existing  New  York- Washington  service  with  respect 
to  both  frequency  and  speed. 

'l"he  result  is  to  understate  the  ability  of  rail  to  attract  ridcrship  and  market-share.  In  other  words, 
existing  New  York- Washington  market-share  (about  40%  of  air-rail  traffic,  much  higher  if 
intermediate  markets  are  included),  has  been  achieved  with  fewer  and  slower  trains  than  the 
report  shows.  The  report  therefore  is  misleading  because  it  gives  the  reader  a  more  pessimistic 
picture  than  the  facts  support  regarding  the  amount  of  ridership  that  a  given  service  level  can 
attract. 

The  report  states  that  "regular  [non-Metro  liner]  trains  generally  take  about  3  hours  and  30 
minutes  with  as  many  as  20  additional  trains  departing  on  weekdays  in  both  directions."  In  fact, 
there  are  only  17  trips  in  each  direction.  Five  of  the  southbound  trains  take  between  3:35  and 
3:50,  a  sixth  takes  4:34;  nine  [over  halfl]  of  the  northbound  trains  take  3:35-55. 

The  report  states  that  Metroliners  take  "about  2:50".  In  fact,  the  fastest  published  time  is  2:58, 
and  is  achieved  by  just  one  train  (5:25  am  from  New  York).  Most  trips  are  2:59,  a  few  are  3 :05. 
[The  standard  weekend  Mctroliner  running  time  is  3:04.] 

The  report  states  that  New  York- Washington  trains  "travel  at  an  average  speed  of  100  mph." 
This  is  obviously  untrue,  since — as  just  noted — the  fastest  train  scheduled  takes  2:58,  and  so 
averages  76  mph  on  the  226-mile  run.  The  top  Metroliner  speed  is  125  mph.  When  intermediate 
stops  and  slow  approaches  (especially  Baltimore  and  Philadelphia)  are  taken  into  account,  a  1 00- 
mph  average  obviously  is  not  possible. 

[The  report  implies  that  there  is  more  freight  east  of  New  York  than  west,  but  this  also  is  not 
true.  Indeed,  Amtrak's  freight  revenues  (payments  by  railroads  running  freight  trains  in  the 
corridor)  have  been  rising  recently.] 

3,  Similarly,  by  overstating  existing  New  York-Boston  frequencies  and  (presumably) 
accurately  stating  planned  service,  the  report  understates  the  degree  to  which  the 
service  will  be  improved. 


Messrs.  Ehirand  and  Silva 
Page  3 

The  report  says  there  are  ten  Boston-New  York  trains  a  day  in  each  direction,  running  times 
ranging  from  4:10-5:00,  but  there  are  only  eight  realistic  eastbound  choices,  nine  westbound 
(including  the  Twilight  Shoreliner  that  departs  New  York  at  1  AM  eastbound  and  arrives  New 
York  at  1 : 1 4  AM  westbound). 

The  9'*'  and  10*  eastbound  trains  and  the  lO"*  westbound  are  on  the  Inland  Route;  rxinning-time: 
six  hours. 

•  Most  travelers  will  not  take  seriously  the  3:55  PM  Inland  Route  train  from  New  York,  which 
reaches  Boston  28  minutes  after  ihs.  4:55  from  New  York. 

•  Or  the  9:40  PM  from  New  York  that  arrives  Boston  at  3 :40  AM. 

•  Or  the  7:55  AM  from  Boston  which  reaches  New  York  50  minutes  after  the  8:25  AM  from 
Boston. 

In  short,  we  believe  that  an  accurate  analysis  would  show  that  the  Rail  Link  has  far  greater 
relevance  to  Boston  airport  requirements  than  is  reflected  in  this  DEIS/DEIR  or  the  documents 
on  which  it  relies.  We  believe  this  reflects  a  significant  planning  deficiency  in  the  DEIS/DEIR 
and  urge  that  these  be  addressed  in  a  new  Draft. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  views. 


Executive  Director 

cc:       John  DeVillars,  Director,  Regional  EPA 

Robert  Bartonowicy,  Regional  Director,  FAA 
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Letter  136 

National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers 
Ross  B.  Capon,  Executive  Director 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

Passenger  Rail    The  Rail  Link  ridership  diversion  number  shown  in  the 
Massport  report  is  so  low  as  to  be  completely  lacking  in 
credibility. 


Response 

The  rail  estimates  are  from  existing,  independent  rail  planning 
documents  that  examined  total  inter-city  travel  demand 
regardless  of  mode  of  travel  and  then  predicted  mode  shifts 
that  would  result  from  implementing  the  rail  project.  Hence 
the  rail  estimates  do  not  differ  for  the  37.5M  and 
45M  Logan  Airport  passenger  scenarios. 


Letter  136:  National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers,  Ross  B.  Capon,  Executive  Director 
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April  12.  1999 


Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention:  Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 
MEPA  #10458 

100  Cambridge  Street.  20th  Floor 
Boston.  MA  02202 

Reference:  EOEA  #10458  Logan  Airside  Improvements 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

The  undersigned  state  directors  represent  the  following  agencies  that  have 
responsibility  for  oversight  of  aeronautical  activities  within  their  respective  states: 

Connecticut  Department  of  Transportation.  Bureau  of  Aviation  and  Ports 
Maine  Department  of  Transportation.  Office  of  Passenger  Transportation 
Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission  (MAC) 
New  Hampshire  Department  of  Transportation,  Division  of  Aeronautics 
Rhode  Island  Airport  Corporation 

Vermont  Agency  of  Transportation,  Division  of  Rail.  Air.  and  Public 
Transportation 

Please  accept  this  letter  as  an  expression  of  our  strong  support  for  the  airside 
improvements  and  our  firm  opposition  to  the  imposition  of  peak  period  pricing  at 
Logan  International  Airport. 

Contrary  to  published  reports  in  the  media,  considerable  planning  has  been  done 
on  a  multi-state  level  to  improve  air  service  throughout  New  England.  We  have 
been  working  with  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA).  the  Massachusetts 
Port  Authority  (Massport),  the  New  England  Council  and  nine  regional  airports 
since  1994  to  improve  air  service  throughout  New  England.  Those  regional 
airports  are: 

Connecticut:  Bradley  International  Airport  and  Tweed  New  Haven  Airport 
Maine:  Bangor  Intemational  Airport  and  Portland  Intemational  Jetport 
Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission:  New  Bedford  Regional  Airport 
and  Worcester  Regional  Airport 
New  Hampshire:  Manchester  Airport 


Rhode  Island:  T.  F.  Green  Airport 
Vermont:  Buriington  International  Airport 

In  1990,  the  MAC  initiated  a  siting  study  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Second 
Major  Airport  Study  ("SMAS")  to  determine  whether  there  were  any  suitable  sites 
for  a  second  major  airport  in  Massachusetts.  The  SMAS  started  with  182  sites 
and  eventually  recommended  further  consideration  of  2  sites  at  Fort  Devens  and 
in  the  GardnerA/Vinchendon  area.  In  1992,  the  MAC  announced  it  would 
reevaluate  air  transportation  demand  and  capacity  in  the  context  of  a  multi- 
modal, high  speed  transportation  system  and  initiated  a  second  study  commonly 
refen-ed  to  as  the  Strategic  Assessment  Report  ("SAR")  study.  In  November 
1 993,  the  final  SAR  report  reconfirmed  that  the  demand  for  air  service  at  Logan 
will  surpass  capacity.  More  importantly,  however,  the  SAR  also  identified  several 
scenarios  that,  if  implemented,  could  preclude  the  necessity  for  construction  of  a 
second  major  airport  to  meet  that  excess  demand.  Those  scenarios  include 
improved  air  service  at  regional  airports,  improved  rail  service,  improved 
telecommunications  technology,  and  airside  improvements  at  Logan.  The  logic 
behind  pursuit  of  these  altemative  solutions  should  be  obvious  given  the 
staggering  financial,  environmental  and  social  costs  to  construct  a  second  major 
airport.  Our  mutual  planning  efforts  were  a  natural  progression  from  the  SMAS 
and  SAR  and  complement  the  analysis  of  surface  transportation  issues 
performed  under  the  New  England  Transportation  Initiative  (NETI). 

To  date,  we  have: 

•  Identified  existing  air  service  levels  at  each  regional  airport. 

•  Estimated  the  degree  of  leakage;  leakage  was  defined  as  the  number  of 
passengers  in  a  regional  airport's  marketing  area  that  used  either  Logan  or 
the  three  New  York  City  (NYC)  Airports  (LaGuardia,  John  F.  Kennedy,  and 
Newark). 

•  Analyzed  potential  for  improved  or  new  air  service  at  the  regional  airports  in 
New  England. 

•  Conducted  a  Regional  Airports  Route  Development  Conference  where 
representatives  of  the  regional  airports  met  with  representatives  of  more  than 
a  dozen  major,  regional  and  Canadian  air  earners  (Air  Nova,  Air  Ontario, 
American  Eagle,  Business  Express,  Cape  Air,  Commutair,  Eastwind,  Kiwi 
Intemational,  Northwest,  Southwest,  Trans  World  Airlines,  USAir,  and  USAir 
Express). 

•  Assessed  the  potential  impacts  that  improved  air  service  at  regional  airports 
would  have  on  air  service  at  Logan. 

•  Designed  a  regional  airport  fare  sampling  methodology. 

•  Analyzed  the  results  of  a  common  fare  pricing  strategy  at  a  regional  airport. 

In  1998,  approximately  40%  of  the  domestic  destination  passengers  departing 
those  regional  airports  and  Logan  departed  from  the  regional  airports,  up  from 
35%  in  1 996.  In  that  two  year  period,  the  total  number  of  domestic 
enplanements  at  all  ten  airports  rose  by  13.4%;  however,  domestic 


enplanements  at  the  nine  regional  airports  increased  by  more  than  31%  while 
Logan's  domestic  enplanements  only  increased  by  approximately  4%.  Cleariy, 
the  combined  efforts  of  the  six  state  aviation  agencies,  the  nine  regional  airports, 
the  FAA  and  Massport  are  diverting  demand  away  from  Logan  and  to  the 
regional  airports.  Each  year,  as  the  state  directors  and  regional  airports  work 
with  the  FAA  to  update  their  respective  Capital  Improvement  Plans,  we  consider 
both  the  local  and  the  regional  impacts  of  those  proposed  capital  improvements. 
The  new  airport  terminals,  runway  extensions,  and  other  improvements  at  Bradie 
Manchester,  New  Bedford,  T.F.  Green  and  Worcester  are  all  complementary  of 
our  individual  and  joint  efforts  to  improve  regional  air  service  throughout  New 
England  and  they  all  contribute  to  reducing  delays  at  Logan. 

We  urge  you  to  approve  the  airside  improvements  proposed  by  Massport.  Those 
improvements  are  necessary  to  ensure  a  safe  and  efficient  New  England  airport 
system  to  serve  scheduled  passengers.  Similarly,  we  object  to  any  efforts  to 
artificially  constrain  demand  through  the  employment  of  peak  period  pricing. 
Notwithstanding  the  success  of  the  regional  airports,  our  communities  will 
continue  to  utilize  Logan  for  markets  not  served  by  the  regional  airports. 


Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission 


New  Hamoshire  Department  of  Transportation 


Rhod^Jsl^ckAirport  Con 


n 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  137 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

New  England  State  Directors 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


137.1 


Alternatives  Preferred 
Alternative 


137.2    !  Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


137.3   !  Alternatives  Preferred 

Alternatives 


137.4    ;  Alternatives        Peak  Period 
Pricing 


The  undersigned  state  directors  represent  the  following 
agencies  that  have  responsibility  for  oversight  of 
aeronautical  activities  within  their  respective  states; 

Connecticut  Department  of  Transportation,  Bureau  of 
Aviation  and  Ports; 

Maine  Department  of  Transportation,  Office  of  Passenger 
Transportation; 

Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission  (MAC); 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Transportation,  Division  of 
Aeronautics; 

Rhode  Island  Airport  Corporation; 

Vermont  Agency  of  Transportation,  Division  of  Rail,  Air, 
and  Public  Transportation. 

Please  accept  this  letter  as  an  expression  of  our  strong 
support  for  the  airside  improvements  ...at  Logan 
International  Airport. 

...the  combined  efforts  of  the  six  state  aviation  agencies, 
the  nine  regional  airports,  the  FAA  and  Massport  are 
diverting  demand  away  from  Logan  and  to  the  regional 
airports. 

We  urge  you  to  approve  the  airside  improvements 
proposed  by  Massport.  Those  improvements  are 
necessary  to  ensure  a  safe  and  efficient  New  England 
airport  system  to  serve  scheduled  passengers. 


...we  object  to  any  efforts  to  artificially  constrain  demand 
through  the  employment  of  peak  period  pricing. 
Notwithstanding  the  success  of  the  regional  airports,  our 
communities  will  continue  to  utilize  Logan  for  markets  not 
sen/ed  by  the  regional  airports. 


Response 

Comment  noted. 


Comment  noted. 


Comment  noted. 


Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  137:  National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials,  New  England  State  Directors 
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April  12.  1999 


Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention:  Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

MEPA  #10458  ... 
1 00  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Reference:  EOEA  #10458  Logan  Airside  Improvements 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

Reference  is  made  to  the  letter  dated  April  12, 1999  to  you  regarding  the  subject 
Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  EOEA  #10458. 

This  is  to  confirm  that  the  National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials  has 
reviewed  said  letter  and  endorses  the  recommendations  and  findings  contained 
therein.  We  urge  you  to  approve  the  airside  improvements  proposed  by 
Massport  and  we  object  to  any  efforts  to  artificially  constrain  demand  through  the 
employment  of  peak  period  pricing. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  138 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

William  E.  Gehman,  Chairman 
Henry  M.  Ogrodzinsk,  President  and  CEO 


Code 
138.1 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Preferred 
Alternative 


Comment 


We  urge  you  to  approve  the  airside  improvements 
proposed  by  Massport  and  we  object  to  any  efforts  to 
artificially  constrain  demand  througfi  tfie  employment  of 
peak  period  pricing. 


Response 


Section  4.5  of  tfie  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  ttiat  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  tfie  national  air  transport 
system.  Ttie  analysis  examines  tfie  impact  tfiat  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  sen/ice  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  1 38:  National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials, 

William  E.  Gehman,  Chairman;  Henry  M.  Ogrodzinsk,  President  and  CEO 


Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  Inc. 

LETTER  139 

April  23.  1999 
Mr.  Arthiir  Pugsley 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

MEPA  Unit 

EOHA  #14508 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

The  Neighborhood  Associiition  of  the  Back  Back  is  writing  to  request  that  MEPA 
reject  the  draft  Envirumiicuial  Lupact  Report  (EER)  submitted  by  the  Massachusetts  Port 
Authority  (Massport)  relative  to  the  proposed  Runway  14/32.  We  firmly  believe  that  the 
EIR  insufBciently  addre.<;.«jed  envij  onmental  impacts  of  Runway  14/32.  Specifically,  the 
EIR  fails  to  adequately  address  (1)  landsidc  environmental  impacts  and  (2)  the  necessity 
to  regionalize  airline  traffic.  In  addition,  the  EIR  utilizes  inconclusive  data  relative  to 
delays  at  LxDgan  International  Airport  (Logan). 

Laudaidc  Impacta 

The  EIR  fails  to  address  landside  impacts  of  the  proposed  Runway  14/32.  Massport  has 
stated  th^t  the  new  runway  will  increase  the  number  of  annual  passengers  from  the 
current  26  million  to  more  than  37  million  by  2010.  These  increases  in  passengers  and 
airline  traffic  will  have  dramatic  irapacis  on  residenis  in  mid  aiouiid  Boston. 

The  added  cnpacity  and  the  resulting  increased  u<;e  nf  Runways  9/27  and  15/33  will 
inflict  heavy  noise  impacts  on  Boston  neighborhoods  including  East  Boston, 
Charlestown,  South  Boston,  Beacon  Hill,  Roxbiuy,  Jamaica  Plain  and  the  Back  Bay,  and 
potentially  areas  such  as  Hyde  Park,  lioslindale  and  West  Roxbury.  In  addition,  the 
impacts  on  the  streets  and  neighborhoods  of  Boston  will  be  substantial.  Such  impacts 
include  additional  traffic  caused  by  die  increase  in  cars,  trucks  and  shuttle  buses  serving 
the  increase  in  passengers  at  Logan. 

MEPA  should  reject  the  draft  EIR  because  substantial  landside  impacts  such  as  noise, 
traffic,  productivity  and  general  quality  of  life  for  Boston's  neighborhoods  have  not  been 
adequately  addressed. 

Lack  of  Regional  Plaiiniitt: 

The  EIR  fails  to  adequately  address  the  necessity  to  regionalize  airline  traffic  or  to  plan 
for  another  major  airport.  The  EYR.  demonstrates  that  there  has  been  no  real  planning  by 


139.1 

139.2 
139.3 


139.4 

139.5 
139.6 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugaley 

Executive  OHIcc  of  Environmental!  Affiairs 
April  23,  1999 
Page  7 

Massport  to  promote  the  use  of  tlie  region's  other  major  airports  in  Massachusetts,  New 
Hampshire  and  Rhode  Island.  In  fact,  growth  at  Cjreen  and  Manchester  airpons  has  not 
been  the  result  of  planning,  but  from  market  forces  related  to  cheaper  airfares  and  easier 
traffic  and  commuter  access.  Th«  EIR  fails  to  address  important  issues  such  as  planning 
for  the  provision  of  rail  service  to  Green  Airport,  diversions  to  Manchester  and  Worcester 
airports  and  the  eflfect  of  high  spo^  rail  service  in  the  eastern  corridor,  among  others. 

In  addition,  even  if  Runway  14/32  is  approved  and  built,  Logan  will  soon  reach  its  new  139. 
capacity  and  Masspon  will  seek  additional  runways  to  handle  more  airline  Uanio. 
Massport  and  the  state  should  conduct  a  study  of  a  second  major  airport  that  may  serve  \  39  I 
the  region  in  the  next  decade.  Such  a  study  in  the  1980s  included  a  potential  site  at  the 
decommissioned  Fort  Devens.  Tlic  study's  recommendations,  however,  were  never  acted 
upon.  Certainly,  the  EER.  continues  this  failure  to  address  the  real  need  for  a  second 
major  airport  in  the  region. 

ME? A  should  require  that  the  EDI  adequately  address  the  rcgionalization  of  airline  traffic 
and  the  need  for  a  second  major  airport. 

Inconclusive  Data 

The  data  upon  which  Massport  has  relied  in  preparing  the  EIR  is  inconclusive  at  best.  Annt 
There  are  significant  discrepancio  in  the  EIR  relative  to  the  rate  of  delay  at  Logan  used     I  Oa.! 
by  Massport  and  those  of  the  FAj\.  and  others,  calling  the  rehability  of  the  entire  EIR  into 
question. 

The  EIR.  also  fails  to  adequately  discuss  factual  data  regarding  delays  and  the  actual  "139. 
causes  of  those  delays.  First,  use  of  1993  as  a  base  year  is  deceiving.  In  1993  Logan  had 
a  year  of  severe  delays  that  has  not  been  marched  since.  In  fact,  cuircuily  less  than  four 
pp'cent  of  flights  are  delayed  at  Logan.  Second,  the  EIR  fails  to  address  what  portion  of  | 
the  delays  were  caused  by  wind  and  weather  that  would  have  closed  runway.<!  or  the  entire 
airport  regardless  of  the  existence  of  Runway  14/32. 

MEPA  should  require  Massport  to  withdraw  its  EIR  until  it  can  confirm  this  critical 
delay  data. 

For  all  of  the  above  reasons,  we  respectfully  request  that  MEPA  reject  the  draft  EIR 
submitted  by  Massport  relative  to  Runway  14/32. 

Sincerely. 

NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION  OF  THE  BACKB AY 


Peter  Shcrin 
Vice  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  139 

Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  Inc. 

Peter  Y.  Flynn,  Vice  Chairman 


Code 

139.1 


Topic  1 

Cumulative 
Impacts 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Landside 
Improvements 


The  EIR  fails  to  address  landside  impacts  of  the  proposed 
Runway  14/32. 


139.2  Noise 


Impacts 


The  added  capacity  and  the  resulting  increased  use  of 
Runways  9/27  and  15/33  will  inflict  heavy  noise  impacts 
on  Boston  neighborhoods.... 


Response 

The  proposed  improvements  analyzed  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  involve  both  construction  and  administrative 
actions  that  will  facilitate  aircraft  operations  (landings, 
takeoffs  and  taxiing).  None  of  the  improvements  involve 
landside  facility  improvements  (e.g.,  terminals  and  roadways) 
or  related  operations.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  analyzes 
in  detail  the  impacts  from  aircraft  operations,  including 
analysis  of  noise  and  air  quality  impacts  dunng  the  years 
1993, 1998  and  under  future  forecast  scenarios  as  well  as 
environmental  benefits  from  certain  of  the  improvement 
concepts  under  review.  In  this  respect,  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  conforms  with  scoping  directives  from  the  lead 
federal  agency  (the  FAA)  and  with  applicable  FAA 
environmental  orders,  all  issued  in  accordance  with  NEPA, 
and  with  directives  from  EOEA  issued  under  MEPA.  The 
various  GEIR  documents,  including  the  Logan  Airport 
1998  Annual  Update  and  the  1999  Environmental  Status  and 
Progress  Report  (previously  GEIR),  provide  additional 
analytic  context  by  examining  cumulative  impacts  from  airside 
[i.e.,  aircraft)  operations  and  landside  (e.g.,  vehicular  traffic, 
tenninal  service  vehicles)  operations  at  Logan  Airport  as  well 
as  Massport's  comprehensive  mitigation  program.  The 
ESPR/GEIR  is  specifically  incorporated  by  reference  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  as  a  background  document.  Each  GEIR/ESPR 
submission  is  subject  to  public  review  and  comment.  The 
Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update  and  the  1999  ESPR 
analysis  is  based  on  the  same  forecast  levels  used  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  GEIR/ESPR  informs 
Massport's  planning  process  for  all  the  improvements  at 
Logan  Airport,  including  the  improvements  under  review  in 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Consistent  with  past  practice, 
Massport  expects  that  the  FAA  will  take  the  GEIR/ESPR 
analysis  into  account  during  its  deliberations  and  ultimate 
decision  on  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenano,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenano,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


139.3 


139.4 


139.5 


139.6 


Ground  Traffic 
Transportation  ; 


Comment 

[Ttie  proposed  project  will  result  in  increased  traffic  in 
Boston.] 


Environmental  MEPA 

Review 

Process 


Environmental  MEPA 

Review 

Process 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


MEPA  sfiould  reject  tfie  draft  EIR  because  substantial 
landside  Impacts  such  as  noise,  traffic,  productivity  and 
general  quality  of  life  for  Boston's  neigfiborhoods  have  not 
been  adequately  addressed. 

The  EIR  fails  to  adequately  address  the  necessity 
to.. .plan  for  another  major  airport. 

...there  has  been  no  real  planning  by  Massport  to 
promote  the  use  of  the  region's  other  major  airports  in 
Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire  and  Rhode  Island. 


Response 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massport's  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airpon 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent 
Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 39.1 . 


Comment  noted. 


Since  1995,  Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the 
City  of  Worcester  to  aggressively  marttet  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  to  airiines.  Massport  increased  its 
involvement  with  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  assuming 
operational  responsibility  of  the  airport  on  January  15, 2000. 
Since  January  2000  Massport  has  attracted  three  new 
airlines  to  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  Delta  Connection 
began  sen/ing  Worcester  Regional  Airport  with  two  daily 
nonstop  roundtrip  flights  on  regional  jet  aircraft  to  Atlanta  on 
Febnjary  1 , 2000  and  will  be  increasing  its  sen/ice  to  three 
daily  flights  in  April  2001 .  On  July  6, 2000,  American  Eagle 
began  sen/ice  to  New  Yorl<  JFK  Airport  with  three  daily 
nonstop  roundtrip  flights  on  turboprop  aircraft.  In  February 
2001 ,  PanAm  began  daily  scheduled  service  from  Worcester 
to  Orlando  Intemational  Airport.  Massport  is  in  ongoing 
discussions  with  other  carriers  regarding  potential  new 
services  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  In  addition  to  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport,  Massport  has  pursued  a  variety 
of  initiatives  to  promote  the  use  of  other  regional  airports  and 
travel  modes  with  the  goal  of  relieving  traffic  grovrth 
pressures  at  Logan  Airport.  For  example,  in  November  1999, 
Massport  and  Governor  Cellucci  co-sponsored  a 
Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  the  New  England 
Governors  and  transportation  officials.  The  Summit  focused 
on  joint  mari<eting  among  the  New  England  commercial 
service  airports  and  the  joint  promotion  of  rail  and  road 
initiatives  that  will  foster  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional 
transportation  system.  A  second  summit  was  held  in  Rhode 
Island  in  December  2000.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  of 
Massport's  regional  transportation  planning  initiatives. 
Massport  disagrees  that  its  record  in  diverting  traffic  to  other 
airports  is  unsuccessful.  Since  1996  eight  out  of 
ten  new  passengers  in  New  England  were  directed  to 
regional  airports,  which  include  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Worcester  Regional,  and  Manchester  airports.  In  1999, 
Massport  estimates  that  regional  airports  attracted  2.4  million 
passengers,  that  would  have  othenwise  used  Logan  Airport. 

Massport  disagrees  that  its  record  in  diverting  traffic  to  other 
airports  is  unsuccessful.  Since  1996  eight  out  of 
ten  new  passengers  in  New  England  were  directed  to 
regional  airports,  which  include  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Worcester  Regional,  and  Manchester  airports.  In  1999, 
Massport  estimates  that  regional  airports  attracted  2.4  million 
passengers,  that  would  have  othenvise  used  Logan  Airport. 
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Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


139.7 

Altematives 

Runway  14/32 

...even  if  Runway  14/32  is  approved  and  built,  Logan  will 
soon  reach  its  new  capacity  and  Massport  will  seek 
additional  runways  to  handle  more  airline  traffic. 

Neither  Massport  nor  the  FAA  has  a  program  to  increase 
passenger  demand  at  Logan  Airport.  Rather,  the  objective  of 
both  organizations  is  to  accommodate  demand  safely  and 
efficiently.  The  recommended  /Virside  Project  is  intended  to 
enable  Logan  Airport  to  accommodate  current  and  I 
future  aircraft  activity  with  minimum  delay.  The  constmction  of 
Runway  14/32  would  significantly  reduce  delays  associated 
with  northwest  wind  conditions,  but  would  not  be  expected  to 
induce  additional  aircraft  traffic  or  passenger  activity  at 
Logan  Airport.  i 

139.8 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA/NEPA 

Massport  and  the  state  should  conduct  a  study  of  a 
second  major  airport  that  may  serve  the  region  in  the  next 
decade. 

Comment  noted. 

139.9 

Delay 

Model 

There  are  significant  discrepancies  in  the  EIR  relative  to 
the  rate  of  delay  at  Logan  used  by  Massport  and  those  of 
the  F/VA  and  others,  calling  the  reliability  of  the  entire  EIR 
into  question. 

Chapter  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays 
used  in  the  Airside  Project.  Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C 
include  a  descnption  of  measures  used  by  FAA  and 

139.10 


Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 


Base  Year 


139.11  Delay 


Model 


.use  of  1 993  as  a  base  year  is  deceiving. 


...the  EIR  fails  to  address  what  portion  of  the  delays  were 
caused  by  wind  and  weather  that  would  have  closed 
runways  or  the  entire  airport  regardless  of  the  existence  of 
Runway  14/32. 


U.S.  DOT  to  calculate  delay,  the  limitations  of  those 
measures,  an  explanation  of  computer  models  for  estimating 
flight  delays,  and  historical  delay  data  at  Logan  Airport  and 
other  major  United  States  airports. 

The  FAA  Technical  Center  was  responsible  for  the  capacity  and 
delay  results  in  the  1992  FAA  Capacity  Enhancement  Report 
for  Logan  Airport  that  concluded  the  need  for  Runway  14/32, 
reduced  minimums  and  taxiway  improvements.  The  Technical 
Center  simulated  Logan  Airport  airfield  operations  with  the 
RDSIM  model  and  estimated  that  when  activity  reached 
504,000  annual  operations,  total  delay  would  exceed 
260,000  hours  per  year.  The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
forecasts  delays  to  increase  to  157,500  hours  per  year  when 
annual  operations  reach  510,000  with  the  29M  Low  Fleet 
scenario.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  compares  the  FAA 
Technical  Center  delay  estimates  in  1992  with  those  of  the 
Logan  Airside  Project  estimates.  The  FAA  has  concluded  that 
the  Airside  delays  represent  "a  plausible  and  conservative 
estimate...." 

The  FAA  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the  most 
delay  prone  airports  in  the  United  States  Logan  Airport's 
estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over  five  times  the  FAA's 
20,000-hour  threshold  for  a  severely  delayed  airport. 
The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 
during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model 
calibration.  The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  has  been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay 
results  for  1998  to  provide  more  current  context  to  airfield 
conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay 
analysis  and  discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 

The  delay  reductions  presented  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  are  the  result  of  the  Airside  Project 
altematives.  The  remaining  delays  are  largely  due  to  wind  and 
weather  conditions  that  are  not  helped  by  Runway  14/32. 
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LETTER  140 


MY  NAME  IS  JAMES  T.  BRETT  AND  I  AM  THE  PRESIDENT  AND  CEO  OF  THE  NEW 
ENGLAND  COUNCIL,  A  REGION- WIDE  BUSINESS  GROUP  THAT  PROMOTES 
POLICIES  TO  STIMULATE  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  THROUGKOirr  OUR  SK  STATE 
NEW  ENGLAND  REGION.  THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT 
COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  AND  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  ON  THE  LOGAN  AIRSIDE  IMPROVEMENTS 
PLANNING  PROJECT. 

TEN  YEARS  AGO,  THE  NEW  ENGLAND  COUNCIL  JOINED  AN  ELUSIVE,  AND 
ULTIMATELY  FUTILE  SEARCH  FOR  A  SITE  FOR  A  SECOND  MAJOR  AIRPORT  FOR 
NEW  ENGLAND.  WE  WERE  MOTIVATED  BY  TWO  FACTORS:  THE  INCREASING 
IMPORTANCE  OF  AIR  TRAVEL  FOR  OUR  REGION'S  BUSINESSES  AND  FUTURE 
ECONOMIC  GROWTH,  AND  THE  LIKELY  INABILITY  OF  THE  REGION'S  DOMINANT 
AIRPORT,  BOSTON'S  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT,  TO  ACCOMMODATE 
EVEN  CONSERVATIVE  ESTIMATES  OF  INCREASE  IN  DEMAND. 

IN  1993,  THE  COUNCIL  HELPED  ESTABLISH  A  COALITION  THAT  GREW  TO 
INCLUDE  THE  SIX  STATE  AVIATION  DIRECTORS  FROM  NEW  ENGLAND, 
MASSPORT,  THE  MANAGERS  OF  THE  MAJOR  JET  SERVICE  AIRPORTS  IN  THE 
REGION,  AND  THE  FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION.  OUR  SHARED  GOAL 
WAS  THE  GREATER  UTILIZATION  OF  THE  REGIONAL  AIRPORTS,  BOTH  AS  A 
MEANS  OF  STIMULATING  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY  IN  THE  AREAS  CLOSEST  TO 
THOSE  AIRPORTS  AND  TO  RELIEVE  THE  OVERWHELMING  BURDEN  ON  LOGAN 
AIRPORT.  A  TV/O-YEAR  STLTDY  YIELDED  SOME  FASCE^ATING  INFORMATION 
AND  HELPED  POINT  THE  WAY  FOR  ACHIEVING  THESE  GOALS. 


WE  FOUND: 


•  MORE  IHAN  5  MILLION  OF  LOGAN'S  PASSENGERS— ABOUT  25%  OF 
LOGAN'S  TOTAL  TRAFFIC— LIVE  CLOSER  TO  ONE  OR  MORE  OF  NEW 
ENGLAND'S  REGIONAL  AIRPORTS; 

•  NONE  OF  THE  REGIONAL  AIRPORTS  IS  FULLY  ACHIEVING  THEIR 
TRAFFIC  POTENTIAL; 

•  WITH  REASONABLE  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  SERVICE  LEVELS  AND 
COMPETITIVE  FARES,  OUR  STUDY  FOUND  THAT  THE  REGIONAL 
AIRPORTS  COULD  "RECAPTURE"  50%  OF  THE  PASSENGERS  IN  THEIR 
MARKETS. 

NOW,  SOME  TEN  YEARS  AFTER  OUR  UNSUCCESSFUL  ATTEMPT  TO  SITE  A 
SECOND  AIRPORT  IN  THE  REGION,  AND  WITHOUT  MOVING  AN  OUNCE  OF  DIRT, 
NEW  ENGLAND  HAS  ITS  SECOND  AIRPORT— IT'S  JUST  NOT  ALL  IN  ONE  LOCATION 
OR  EVEN  ONE  STATE! 

T.F.  GREEN  AIRPORT  IN  RHODE  ISLAND  HAS  INCREASED  ITS  PASSENGER  BASE 
FROM  2.5  MILLION  IN  1 996  TO  4.6  MILLION  LAST  YEAR,  MAKING  IT  THE  SECOND 
FASTEST  GROWING  AIRPORT  IN  THE  NATION.  MANCHESTER,  NEW  HAMPSHIRE'S 
AIRPORT  HAS  DOUBLED  ITS  PASSENGER  LOAD  FROM  1  MILLION  IN  1996  TO  2 
MILLION  LAST  YEAR.  AND  WITH  MASSPORT  ENGAGED  IN  NEGOTL\TIONS  TO 
TAKE  OVER  THE  DAY  TO  DAY  OPERATIONS  AT  WORCESTER  AIRPORT— AN 
AIRPORT  THAT  ONLY  A  DECADE  AGO  WAS  SERVICING  NEARLY  400,000 
PASSENGERS  A  YEAR,  BUT  THAT  NOW  IS  STAGGERING— AND  COMMITTED  TO 
BRINGING  COMMERCL\L,  CARGO,  AND  CHARTER  FLIGHTS  BACK  TO  CENTRAL 
MASSACHUSETTS,  THE  POTENTIAL  EXISTS  TO  ACCOMMODATE  THE  1.7  MILLION 
PASSENGERS  WHO  LIVE  CLOSEST  TO  THAT  FACILITY.  COLLECTIVELY,  THESE 
FACILITIES  ARE,  IN  FACT,  NEW  ENGLAND'S  SECOND  AIRPORT. 

THESE  ACTIONS  WILL  CERTAINLY  HELP  RELIEVE  A  BURDEN  ON  LOGAN,  AN 
AIRPORT  THAT  CONSISTENTLY  RANKS  AMONG  THE  NATION'S  LEADERS  IN 
DELAYS— AND  THE  ECONOMIC  COSTS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THOSE  DELAYS.  BUT 
MORE  NEEDS  TO  BE  DONE.  THAT'S  WHY  THE  RECENT  ANNOUNCEMENT  BY 
AMTRAK  THAT  THEY  WILL  BEGIN  HIGH  SPEED  RAIL  SERVICE  BETWEEN  BOSTON 
AND  NEW  YORK  CITY  THIS  FALL,  REDUCING  THE  TRAVEL  TIME  BETWEEN  THOSE 
CITIES  TO  THREE  HOURS,  IS  SUCH  WELCOME  NEWS.  AND  WHY  MASSPORT'S 
PLANS  TO  CONSTRUCT  A  NEW  UNIDIRECTIONAL  RUNWAY  THAT  WILL  ONLY 
OPERATE  OVER  WATER,  HAS  BEEN  HERALDED  BY  LEADERS  OF  BUSINESS  AND 
GOVERNMENT. 
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THE  ABILITY  TO  TRAVEL  TO  MIDTOWN  MANHATTAN  IN  THREE  HOURS  WILL 
ATTRACT  A  SIGNIFICANT  NUMBER  OF  PASSENGERS  NOW  FLYING  TO  NEW 
YORK'S  LAGUARDIA  AIRPORT  ON  LONG  ISLAND  AND  TAKING  CABS  INTO 
MANHATTAN.  THIS  WILL  RESULT  IN  A  REDUCTION  OF  LANDSIDE  CONGESTION 
THAT  OFTEN  MAKES  LOGAN  SO  DIFFICULT  TO  NAVIGATE.  FEWER  CARS 
ENTERING  LOGAN  ALSO  MEAN  CLEANER  AHL  , 

THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  NEW  RUNWAY,  DESIGNATED  14/32,  SIMILARLY  WILL 
DIRECTLY  ADDRESS  THE  PROBLEM  OF  DELAYS  WHICH  DISPROPORTIONATELY 
AFFECTS  THIS  AIRPORT  AND  THE  PEOPLE  WHO  USE  IT.  IN  1 998,  LOGAN 
EXPERIENCED  OVER  143,000  HOURS  OF  DELAYS,  FIVE  TIMES  THE  FAA 
THRESHOLD  FOR  CONGESTION.  ACCORDING  TO  MASSPORT,  DELAYS  AT  LOGAN 
COST  AIRLINES  AND  THEIR  PASSENGERS  APPROXIMATELY  $310  ^4ILLI0N  LAST 
YEAR.  IF  NO  ACTION  IS  TAKEN,  IT  IS  ESTIMATED  THAT  BY  20 1 0  THERE  WILL  BE 
596,000  HOURS  OF  DELAYS.  TO  PUT  THIS  IN  MORE  PERSONAL  TERMS, 
PASSENGERS  COULD  EXPECT  AN  AVERAGE  DELAY  OF  54  MINUTES  EVERY  TIME 
THEY  FLY  IN  OR  OUT  OF  LOGAN  AIRPORT. 

MOST  DELAYS  ARE  CAUSED  BY  WIND  AND  WEATHER  CONDITIONS  AT  LOGAN.  A 
STRONG  NORTHWEST  WIND  CAN  REDUCE  THE  NUMBER  OF  OPERATIONAL 
RUNWAYS  FROM  THREE  TO  TWO  OR  EVEN  ONE.  UNDER  NORMAL  WEATHER 
CONDITIONS,  LOGAN  CAN  ACCOMMODATE  120  OPERATIONS  PER  HOUR;  WITH 
TWO  RUNWAYS,  LOGAN'S  OPERATIONS  DROP  TO  90  PER  HOUR  AND  WITH  ONE 
RUNWAY,  LOGAN'S  OPERATIONS  PLUNGE  TO  60  PER  HOUR. 
RUNWAY  14/32  WOULD  REDUCE  ANNUAL  DELAYS  AT  LOGAN  BY  21%  AND 
VIRTUALLY  ELIMINATE  ANY  DELAYS  RESULTING  FROM  NORTHWEST  WIND 
CONDITIONS. 

AS  A  RESULT,  CURRENT  AND  PROJECTED  FLIGHT  ACTIVITY  AT  LOGAN  DOES  NOT 
EXCEED  THE  CAPACITY  OF  THE  FACILITY.  THAT'S  WHY  THE  NOTION  OF  "PEAK 
HOUR  PRICING"  IS  NOT  A  REASONABLE  ALTERNATIVE— AND  PERHAPS  WHY  NO 
AIRPORT  IN  THE  NATION  UTILIZES  THAT  PRICING  SYSTEM.  PEAK  HOUR  PRICING 
WOULD  SIMPLY  REDUCE  THE  NUMBER  OF  AIRCRAFT  USING  LOGAN  BY  MAKING 
IT  UNECONOMICAL  TO  DO  SO— AND  CAUSE  ENORMOUS  HARM  TO  THOSE  FROM 
OTHER  NEW  ENGLAND  STATES  WHO  HAVE  NO  CHOICE  BUT  TO  USE  LOGAN  AS 
THE  CONNECTING  AIRPORT  FOR  THEIR  ULTIMATE  DESTINATION.  WE  HAVE 
STUDIED  THIS  ISSUE  AND  DETERMINED  THAT  IT  ADDRESSES  A  PROBLEM  THAT 
LOGAN  IS  NOT  EXPERIENCING. 


3 


MASSPORT  HAS  MADE  AN  IMPORTANT  COMMITMENT  TO  USE  THE  NEW 
RUNWAY  FOR  ONLY  OVER  WATER  TAKE-OFFS  AND  LANfDINGS.  AS  A  RESULT, 
75,000  OPERATIONS— FULLY  15%  OF  TOTAL  AIRPORT  OPERATIONS— WOULD 
SHIFT  FROM  PATHS  OVER  COMMUNITIES  TO  FLIGHT  PATHS  OVER  WATER. 
THOSE  COMMUNITIES  CURRENTLY  EXPERIENCING  THE  MOST  SEVERE  NOISE 
IMPACT  WOULD  SEE  SIGNIFICANT  BENEFITS.  IT  IS  TRUE  THAT  SOME 
COMMUNTTIES  WOULD  SEE  A  SLIGHT  INCREASE  IN  NOISE;  MASSPORT  HAS 
COMMITTED  TO  PROVIDING  SOUNDPROOFING  FOR  THESE  COMMUNTTIES. 

NEW  ENGLAND  IS  FAST  DEVELOPING  A  REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 
CAPABLE  OF  SERVING  THE  NEEDS  OF  A  GROWING  ECONOMY--  A  SYSTEM  THAT 
WILL  SOON  INCLUDE  HIGH  SPEED  RAIL  TO  NEW  YORK  CITY,  A  THRIVING  GROUP 
OF  REGIONAL  AIRPORTS  THROUGHOUT  NEW  ENGLAND,  IMPROVED  ACCESS  TO 
THOSE  AIRPORTS  AND  STEPS  TO  ENHANCE  THE  EFFICIENCY  AND 
EFFECTIVENESS  OF  LOGAN  AIRPORT.  TOGETHER,  IHESE  ACTIONS  ARE 
ALLOWING  NEW  ENGLANDERS  TO  APPROACH  THE  21^"^  CENTURY  WITH  BOTH 
OPTIMISM  AND  PRIDE  THAT  WE  HAVE  LEADERS  WITH  VISION  AND  COURAGE 
CHARTING  THE  COURSE  FOR  SUSTAINED  ECONOMIC  GROWTH.  THEY  DESERVE 
OUR  FULL  SUPPORT. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  CONTRIBUTE  MY  VIEWS  ON  THIS 
IMPORTANT  ISSUE. 
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Letter  140 
New  England  Council 
James  T.  Brett,  President  and  CEO 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

140.1 

;  Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

Peak  period  pricing  would  simply  reduce  the  number  of 
aircraft  using  Logan  by  making  it  uneconomical  to  do  so— 
and  cause  enomious  harm  to  those  from  other  New 
England  states  who  have  no  choice  but  to  use  Logan  as 
the  connecting  airport  for  their  ultimate  destination. 

Refer  to  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  an 
expanded  discussion  of  PPP.  An  exemption  program 
designed  to  protect  services  to  small  communities  most 
reliant  on  Boston  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system  is  described  in  Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  The  section  provides  an  illustrative  exemption 
program  and  its  impact  on  the  delay  reduction  potential  of 
PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of  air  service  in  the 
peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak  period  surcharge 
without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits. 
This  exemption  program  includes  all  the  Cape  Cod 
communities  currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as  well  as 
other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

140.2 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternatives 

...[The  proposed  project]  deserve[s]  our  full  support. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  140:  New  England  Council,  James  T.  Brett,  President  and  CEO 


LETTER  141 


N.E.E.D.  Logan 


New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan 
P.O.  Box  131,  Cummaquid,  MA  02637 
(508)  362-3981/  Fax  (508)  362-4812 
fpb5on%»jpccQdjo\imalcom 


April  23,  1999 


MEPA  Office 

FAX  (617)  727-15^)8 

Attention;  Mr  Arthur  Pugslcy 

Re:  EOEA#I045R 

13  pages  including  this  one 

Attached  is  a  cop\  of  a  copy  of  my  testimony  at  your  FAA/MEPA  hearing  on  April  7, 


Also  attached  is  rri\  testimony  to  the  Joint  Transportation  Committee  in  regard  to  House 
Bills  No/  1676  and  1678  on  March  23,  1999. 

I'd  like  to  add  that  Hying  to  Logan  from  Hyannis  in  a  Cape  Air  Cessna  402  to  attend  your 
April  7  hearing  was  a  perfect  example  of  what  14/32  could  do  to  alleviate  delays  at 
Logan  We  were  approaching  Logan  about  5:00  p.m.  and  were  advised  that  there  would 
be  approximately  a  30  minute  delay  for  runway  33L.  If  we  could  use  33R  there  would  be 
no  delay.  Wc  used  33R,  straight  I'n  over  the  water. 

Also  attached  arc  two  opinion  pieces  from  the  Cape  Cod  JoumaJ,  "Massport  Quiz,"  from 
the  March  1 7  issue  and  "Time  to  Squeak,"  from  the  April  II,  1999  issue.  I  would 
like  to  add  them  as  comments 


1999. 


Thank  you 


N.E.E.D.  Logan  :  

New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Login 
P.O.  Box  131.  Cummaquid,  MA  02637 
(508)  362-3981/  Fax  (508)  362^812 
fgibsonrgcaoccodiom-nal.com 

Testimony  at  h  AA/MEPA  hearing,  ApriJ  7. 1999 

My  name  is  Frank  Tiibson.  I  livfc  in  Cummaquid,  on  Cape  Cod,  an  area  which  depends 
upon  air  service  to  and  from  Bdston. 

I  am  a  strong  belic>  er  in  the  need  to  complete  Runway  14/32  and  the  centerfield  taxiway. 

Back  when  a  (ormcr  Massport  board  proposed  PACE  -  its  Program  for  Airport  Capacity 
EfTlciency  --  (  oryanized  a  grass  roots  citizens  group  called  N.E.E.D.  Logan  -  New 
England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan  ~  to  oppose  PACE,  a  program  extremely 
detrimental  to  the  airlines  serving  Cape  Cod  and  the  islands. 

Thankfully  V  the  I"  A  A  dctennincd  that  PACE  was  ill  advised  and  it  was  stopped.  With 
regard  to  the  current  talk  about  peak  period  pricing  and  slots,  there  is  no  question  that 
financial  deterrents  to  limit  access  to  Lx)gan  are  not  the  answer  to  delays  at  Logan  caused 
by  weather  Do  not  be  fooled  by  the  comments  made  by  Massport's  then-executive 
director  Dave  Davi<;  that  PACE  was  effective  in  reducing  delays.  Delays  were  reduced  at 
Logan  during  the  period  PACE  w^s  in  effect  but  the  record  will  show  that  during  that 
same  time  penod  similar  reductions  in  delays  were  experienced  at  all  major  airports 
monitored  by  the  FAA.  The  relason  for  these  reductions  across  the  board  was  quite 
simple  The  airhncs  adjusted  their  schedules  by  adding  minutes  to  their  scheduled  flight 
times.  This  meant  more  flights  arrived  on  time,  or  even  ahead  of  schedule.  Since  none  of 
the  other  airp<nn.<.  were  using  financial  deterrents  such  as  PACE,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
schedule  change^,  not  financiall  deterrents,  were  responsible  for  the  reduction  in  delays. 

The  important  factor  for  any  airport  is  its  physical  capacity  to  handle  all  the  flights 

-more- 
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scheduled  by  its  users  to  arrive  ind  depart  as  scheduled.  Ai^d,  as  I  understand  it,  when  aJl 
of  Logan's  runways  are  availablb  for  safe  use,  Logan  has  the  capacity  to  handle  all  the 
traffic  scheduled  hy  the  airlines  using  it. 

Using  all  iis  currcni  runways,  Logan  can  handle  120  operations  per  hour.  However,  when 
there  are  strony  winds  from  the  northwest,  Logan  is  limited  to  one  runway,  15/33,  and 
operations  arc  reduced  to  60  per  hour.  Runway  14/33  is  not  meant  to  increase  the  number 
of  aircraft  using  Logan.  It  is  simply  to  allow  the  aircraft  currently  using  Logan  to  arrive 
and  depart  with  oui  delays. 

The  completion  of  runway  ]4/j2  for  use  in  strong  northwest  wind  conditions  would  give 
Logan  much  needed  relief  duritig  the  times  when  it  is  currently  limited  to  operations  on 

15/33 

The  completion  of  14/32  woul(^  also  enhance  utilization  of  Logan  at  all  times.  By 
eliminatmg  the  need  for  the  smaller  aircraft  that  represent  almost  half  of  Logan's 
operations  to  have  a  six-mile  separation  behind  large  aircraft,  Logan's  opjerational 
efficiency  to  handle  both  large  and  small  aircraft  is  increased. 

Since  aircraft  am\  als  and  departures  on  14/32  would  be  over  water  aircraft  noise  would 
be  negligible  For  those  skeptical  of  this  statement,  I  invite  you  to  visit  Barnstable 
Municipal  Airport  Standing  in  the  Airport  Plaza  parking  lot,  directly  across  Route  28 
from  the  end  of  runway  24,  you  can  see  the  airplanes  approach  and  land  as  if  you  were 
standing  in  from  -A  the  Harborside  Hotel.  I  say  you  can  see  them.  Note  that  I  did  not  say 
you  can  hear  them,  because  y6u  cant  hear  them  over  the  normal  ambient  noise  of 
Hyannis.  Using  '•i.'32  the  airplanes  would  be  like  polite  children  -  seen  but  not  heard. 


-more- 


N.E.E.D  Logan,  pat^e  3  of  3 


New  England'?  Fconomy  Dq^eikds  on  Logan.  Logan's  future  depends  on  14/32. 
I  ask  that  those  who  oppose  14/^2  hsten  to  the  facts  rather  than  react  emotionally  to 
misrepresentations  of  the  facts. 

They  would  discover  that  14/32  is  a  win-win  proposition  for  everyone. 


N.E.E.D.  Logan  

New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logxn 
P.O.  Box  131,  Cummaquid,  MA  02637 
(508)  362-398 1/  Fax  (508)  362-48 12 
fgibsonfScapccQdioumal.com 

Testimony  at  .loint  Transpoftatibn  Comniittee  hearing.  3-23-99 

My  name  is  Frank  ''libson.  I  livfe  in  Cummaquid,  on  Cape  Cod,  an  area  which  depends 
upon  air  service  fo  and  from  Boston. 

I  am  a  strong  believer  in  the  neW  to  complete  Runway  14/32  and  the  centerfield  taxi  way. 
I  am  here  to  oppose  House  Bills  No.  1676  and  1678, 

Back  when  a  former  Massport  board  proposed  PACE  —  its  Program  for  Airport  Capacity 
Efficiency  -  I  organized  a  grasB  roots  citizens  group  called  N.E.E.D.  Logan  -  New 
England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan  ~  to  oppose  PACE,  a  program  extremely 
detrimental  to  the  airlines  serving  Cape  Cod  and  the  islands. 

Thankfully,  the  (•  AA  determined  that  PACE  was  ill  advised  and  it  was  stopped.  With 
regard  to  the  current  talk  about"  peak  period  pricing  and  slots  (House  Bill  1679),  there  is 
no  question  thai  llnancial  deterrents  to  limit  access  to  Logan  are  not  the  answer  to  delays 
at  Logan  cau<;ed  hv  weather.  Do  not  be  fooled  by  the  comments  made  by  Massport's 
then-executive  director  Dave  Davis  that  PACE  was  effective  in  reducing  delays.  Delays 
were  reduced  at  I  o^'^n  during  the  period  PACE  was  in  effect  but  the  record  will  show 
that  during  that  same  time  period  similar  reductions  in  delays  were  experienced  at  all 
major  airports  monitored  by  thie  FAA.  The  reason  for  these  reductions  across  the  board 
was  quite  simple  The  airlines  adjusted  their  schedules  by  adding  minutes  to  their 
scheduled  flight  times  This  rafeant  more  flights  arrived  on  time,  or  even  ahead  of 
schedule  Smcc  none  of  the  other  airports  were  using  financial  deterrents  such  as  PACE, 
it  is  obvious  that  the  schedule  Changes,  not  financial  deterrents,  were  responsible  for  the 
reduction  in  delays 


-more- 
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The  important  facior  for  any  airport  is  its  physical  capacity  to  handle  all  the  flights 
scheduled  bv  its  users  to  arrive  and  depart  as  scheduled.  And,  as  I  understand  it,  when  aJl 
of  Logan's  runwavs  are  available  for  safe  use,  Logan  has  the  capacity  to  handle  all  the 
traffic  scheduled  by  the  airliner  using  it 

Using  all  its  current  runways,  Logan  can  handle  120  operations  per  hour.  However,  when 
there  are  strong  winds  from  xht  northwest,  Logan  is  limited  to  one  runway,  15/33,  and 
operations  are  reduced  to  60  per  hour.  Runway  14/33  is  not  meant  to  increase  the  number 
of  aircraft  using  1  ogan.  It  is  simply  to  allow  the  aircraft  currently  using  Logan  to  arrive 
and  depart  with  (<ul  delays. 

The  completion  of  runway  14/32  for  use  in  strong  northwest  wind  conations  would  give 
Logan  much  needed  relief  during  the  times  when  it  is  currently  limited  to  operations  on 

15/33. 

The  completion  nC  14/32  would  also  enhance  utilization  of  Logan  at  all  times.  By 
eliminating  the  need  for  the  snlaller  aircraft  -  that  represent  almost  half  of  Logan's 
operations  --  to  have  a  six-mile  separation  behind  large  aircraft,  Logan's  operational 
efficiency  to  handle  both  large  and  small  aircraft  is  increased. 

Since  aircraft  am\'als  on  14/32  would  be  approaching  over  water  aircraft  noise  would  be 
negligible  For  tho<;e  skeptical  bf  this  statement,  I  invite  you  to  visit  Barnstable  Municipal 
Airport. 

Standing  in  the  Airport  Plaza  jiarking  lot,  \niiich  is  directly  across  Route  28  from  the  end 
of  runway  24  you  can  sec  the  airplanes  approach  and  land  as  if  you  were  standing  in 
front  of  the  l-larht»rside  Hotel.  I  say  you  can  see  them.  Note  that  I  did  not  say  you  can 
hsar  them,  because  you  can't  hear  them  over  the  ambient  noise  of  the  Hyaimis  streets. 
Using  14/32  the  atrplanes  wotJd  be  like  polite  children  -  seen  but  not  heard. 
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New  England's  Ficonomy  Depends  on  Logan. 
Logan's  future  depends  cm  14/32. 

I  ask  that  those  w  ho  oppose  W32  listen  to  the  facts  rather  than  react  emotionally  to 
misrepresentation's  of  the  facts. 

They  would  discover  that  14/32  is  a  win-win  proposition  for  everyone. 


I.ETTtK'; 
UFCSTYIC 
L/VG  ^'OLl. 

COT  TEftV 
NEWS 
NEWS  ftRlCF^S 
OPIMION 

SPORTS 

TRAFFIC 
WEATHER 

ARCHIVES 


ABOUT  US 
AOVERTlSe 


M»U«  the  CCJ 


opment 


The  Cape  Cod  Journals^ 


AHEAD  QF  THE  TIMES 


rnitj.AprilJX  im,  Vtttam  J.  Umt  4 


Firtink 
Gibson 


weonesday,  Marr^i  17,  1999 


IbfJSSUE 
READER  COMMENTS 


Mass  port  Quiz 


THE  ISSUE 


Part:  Airplanes  take-off  and  land  into  the  wind. 

Fact:  Boston's  Liogan  International  Airport  has  four  runways.  Two  parallel 
runways  are  aliened  in  a  northeastysouthwest  direction,  one  is  aligned 
•?ast/west  and  one  is  aligned  northwest/southeast. 

Fact:  Under  nortnai  circumstances  Logan  can  handle  120  aircraft  operations 
I  Lake-ofTs  and  landings)  per  hour,  enough  capacity  to  handle  the  schedules 
rif"  all  the  alrimds  utilizing  Logan. 


f'act:  When  there  are  very  strong  winds  from  the  northwest,  crosswinds 
nake  three  of  ijhe  four  runways  unfit  for  safe  operations.  This  reduces  the 
-aoacity  of  the  airport  to  60  operations  per  hour  and  causes  delays. 


Fact:  Massport  proposes  to  bulk]  a  second  runway  aligned  In  a 
r^orthwest/southeast  direction  to  increase  Logan's  capadty  when  strong 
winds  blow  from  the  northwest. 


Question  i :  Dofcs  this  seem  like  a  togicai  idea? 


^act:  The  landing  approach  to  the  proposed  second  northwest  runway  would 
•^ring  aircraft  in  over  the  water,  avoiding  residential  areas. 


Ouestion  2:  Odes  this  seem  like  a  logical  Idea? 


Unfortunate  Fa(ct:  There  are  people  who  do  not  want  the  second  runway 
■liiit.  Tneir  answer  to  the  delays  caused  by  winds  that  limit  Logan  to  one 
I  unway  is  to  cflange  landing  fees  that  would  limit  access  to  the  airport,  ttielr 
idea  being  thati  if  Logan's  capacity  becomes  weather^restncted  to  60  aircraft 
'.I'?'  hour  instead  of  Its  normal  120,  60  aircraft  will  be  priced  out  of  landing. 


Question  3:  DOes  this  seem  like  a  logical  idea? 


Misconception:  "Hie  people  who  do  not  want  the  second  runway  say  that 
havng  anott>cr  runway  will  increase  the  traffic  at  Logan. 

Faa:  Massport  points  out  that  the  second  runway  would  simply  allow  the 
planes  currently  scheduled  to  operate  at  Logan  to  do  so  with  a  minimum  of 
delays. 

Question  4:  Doe^  Massport's  explanation  sound  logical? 

We  ask  these  qujestions  because  to  us  the  answers  to  questions  1,  2  and  4 
rire  obviously  yes  and  the  answer  to  question  3  is  just  as  ot>viousiy  no.  The 
problem  IS  that  there  are  a  lot  of  people  in  the  Logan  neighborhoods  whose 
answers  are  JusB  the  opposite  and  they  have  been  successfully  fighting 
construction  of  the  runway  for  25  years. 

Why'  Because  they  don't  trust  Massport. 

Here  is  what  Massport  has  to  say  about  the  situation  at  Logan: 

In  1998,  i-ogan  experienced  over  120,000  hours  of  delay, 
compared  to  the  20,000  hours  of  delay  thac  Is  the  annual 
congesdcfi  threshold  established  by  the  FAA.  Delays  at  Logan 
are  consistently  among  the  worst  in  the  U.S.,  ranking  sixth  In 
the  U.S.  for  total  delays.  And  the  problem  has  worsened 
dramatically  —  delays  rose  more  than  20  percent  over  the  past 
year  alohe. 

Since  19^0,  about  the  time  the  second  northwest/southeast 
runway  vVas  proposed,  annual  passenger  volumes  at  Logan 
have  Increased  by  277  percer^t  and  annual  operations  have 
Increased  by  156  percent. 

Logan's  iflsproportlonately  high  ranking  in  aircraft  activity 
reflects  ipe  uniquely  high  levels  of  regional  carrier  flights 
operated  with  smaller,  non-Jet  aircraft,  such  as 
CapeAlr/filantucket  Airlines  Cessnas.  Roughly  half  of  Logan's 
operatiohs  are  by  regional  air  carriers,  making  Logan  the  U.S. 
airport  v^lth  the  highest  amount  of  regional  carrier  activity. 
Such  regional  carriers  are  significant  contributors  to  the  vitality 
of  the  fJew  England  economy.  Most  of  New  England's  regional 
carriers  nave  code-sharing  relationships  with  different  national 
and  international  alrdlnes. 

The  smiller  planes  further  Influence  operational  activity 
because\they  must  have  a  greater  separation  distance  from  a 
larger  Jet.  When  a  small  plane  fbllows  a  larger  Jet,  there  must 
be  a  sefiaratlon  distance  of  up  to  six  miles  between  the  two. 
The  smaller  planes  are  not  heavy  enough  to  withstand  the 
turbulerice  of  a  leading  jet.  When  the  percentage  of  regional 
carriers  increases,  the  need  to  provide  greats  separation 
between  aircraft  increases.  This  necessary  'stretching  out'  of 
the  arrival  stream,  while  easily  accommodated  on  a  'normal' 
day,  has  a  dramatic  Impact  on  congestion  and  delay  In  bad 
weather  conditions. 

The  protiosed  unidirectional  commuter  runway  would  allow 
commuter  planes,  which  account  Ibr  up  to  54  percent  of 
Logan's' dally  operations,  to  arrive  and  depart  over  water  on  a 


separate  rijnway.  By  separaUng  the  commuter  flights,  the 
Tower  woqid  would  be  able  to  use  the  other  runways  for  larger 
Jets,  allowing  for  [he  optimal  number  of  (but  not  Increasing) 
take  offs  and  landings  for  both  commuter  planes  and  jets. 

This  runwiy  would  reduce  annual  delays  in  all  conditions  by 
more  than  27  percent,  increase  the  ability  to  meet  community 
noise  goals,  and  would  result  In  a  reduction  of  odor  by  16 
percent  and  ozone  by  6  percent.  Overall  there  would  be  a 
reduction  In  noise  impacts  for  the  majority  of  surrounding 
communities. 

Question  5:  Doek  Massport's  proposal  for  the  new  runway  sound  logical? 

Unfortunately,  logic  does  not  always  prevail  over  polidcs,  and  for  a  quarter  of 
,9  -entury  the  completion  of  the  proposed  runway  (It  was  started  In  1973) 
^-ai  t>een  blocked  by  strong  local  politics. 

To  overcome  the  local  politics  the  runway  must  have  stronoer  support  from 
the  rest  of  Massachusetts  and  New  England.  Support  from  Cape  Cod  and  the 
islands  will  be  vital.  Governor  Cell ucci  is  behind  the  runway.  If  you  believe 
ihe  runway  is  a  logical  solution  to  delays  at  Logan,  It  would  help  If  you  send 
htm  a  message  of  support.  It  would  help  if  you  tell  your  state  representative 
^nd  It  would  be  particularly  helpful  to  tell  Falmouth  Representative  gnf 
TuricingtsjQ  who  is  a  member  of  the  Joint  Transportation  Committee. 


~  Written  by  B3nLS!t}SS>Il 

THE  CAPE  coo  X3UHNAL. 


Cj  ^  KJ  KJ  ^ 

HOKVr  OF  THF  Wf:  B  C:AMS 
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Tim«  to  Squeak 


THE  ISSUE 


No  doubt  you  have  heard  about  or  read  about  the  runway  that  Massport  is 
proposing  to  build  at  Boston  Logan  International  Airport. 

wi-iy  should  Cape  Codders  care  about  what  Is  happening  at  Logan? 


Because  Logan  Is  our  doorway  to  the  world  and  Logan  is  the  world's  doorway 
to  Cape  Cod. 


Why  does  Massport  want  to  build  the  runway? 

To  relieve  dela>|s  caused  by  adverse  wind  conditions;  delays  that  maice 
Logan  one  of  ttT|e  worst  airports  in  the  country  in  terms  of  delays.  Last  year 
Logan  experienced  120,000  hours  of  delays,  delays  estimated  to  have  cost 
n;;  airlines  and  their  passengers  over  ^300  million. 


How  would  theiproposed  runway  reduce  delays? 

Aircraft  take  o/f  and  land  Into  the  wind.  Logan  has  three  sets  of  runways. 
Two  parallel  ruhways  are  aligned  in  a  northeast/southwest  direction,  one  is 
aligned  in  an  eAst/west  direction  and  one  is  aligned  in  a  northwest/southeast 
direction.  Under  normal  wind  conditions  that  allow  the  use  of  all  thr<e  of  its 
available  runway  directions,  Logan  can  handle  120  operations  an  hour. 
However,  whert  there  are  strong  winds  from  the  northwest,  the  parallel 
NE/SW  runways  are  not  usabie  reducing  operations  to  90  per  hour.  In  the 
.vorst  case  scenarios,  when  the  E/W  runway  also  becomes  unusable, 
operations  are  reduced  to  60  per  hour.  The  proposed  Runway  14/32  would 
oive  Logan  a  second  NW  runway  which  would  alleviate  the  delays. 

re  should  be  ndted  that  Runway  14/33  Is  not  maant  tp  ingW_teg_mH^ 
or  aircralLusiDiLLQaM.  It  is  simply  to  allow  the  aircraft  currently  using  Logan 
arrive  and  depart  with  out  delays  during  adverse  wind  conditions. 


However,  the  addition  of  14/32  would  enhance  utilization  of  Logan  at  ail 


times.  Currently,  When  on  the  approach  for  the  same  runway  the  smditer 
aircraft  that  repnepent  almost  half  of  Logan's  operations  have  to  maintain  a 
SIX -mile  separation  behind  large  aircraft  due  to  turtulence.  14/32  would 
provide  separate  bpproach  paths  for  the  large  and  small  aircraft,  increasing 
Logan's  operational  efficiency. 

As  Runway  14/33  is  designed  to  bring  aircraft  In  over  the  water  rather  than 
residential  areas,  the  addition  of  14/32  to  Logan  this  would  seem  to  be  a 
win-win  solution  for  Massport  and  its  neighbors. 

But  the  neiohbor$  have  mounted  strong  opposition  to  the  runway.  The 
neighbors  have  sijpport  from  their  local  legislators  and  Congressman  Joe 
Moakley  has  wrttien  to  Jane  Garvey,  the  FAA  dlreaor,  opposing  Massport's 
oians.  Congressman  Michael  Capuano  has  written  to  John  DeVliiars,  Regional 
Aaministrator  of  the  New  England  Environmental  Protect/on  Agency 
expressing  "strortg  opposition"  to  Massport's  plan  for  the  runway. 

I  believe  this  opjiosrtion  is  a  classic  example  of  "Dont  confuse  me  with  the 
facts.  My  mind  i3  made  up." 

The  facts  are  slrtiple.  The  runway  Is  not  designed  to  bring  more  aircraft  Intg 
Logan,  a  misconfceptlon  its  opponents  are  spreading  as  gospel.  It  will  not 
bring  more  noise  to  Boston's  neighborhoods.  The  runway  itself  should  reduce 
noi.se  and  any  change  in  traffic  patterns  will  simply  re<listrlk>ote  the  current 

noise. 

At  the  faa/MEpA  hearing  last  Wednesday  night  to  fiear  public  comments  on 
the  proposed  Erivironmental  Impact  Study  for  the  runway  and  other  alrslde 
improvements  alt  Logan  there  were  many  pLtHic  offictals  who  spoke  against 
th<»  runway. 

But  there  were  piso  a  number  of  businesses  and  associations  who  spoke  in 
favor  of  it.  They  recognize  that  the  economic  future  of  Boston, 
Massachusetts  Jnd  New  England  depend  on  a  viable  Logan  Airport.  These 
included  Arthur  D.  Little,  Associated  Industries  of  Massachusetts,  Boston 
i=dison.  Cape  Air,  Fidelity,  Greater  Boston  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau, 
Hampshire  Hou?e,  Lily  Truck  Leasing,  Massachusetts  Business  Roundtable, 
'sassachusetts  High  Technology  Council,  Mass  Insight,  The  New  England 
Council,  State  Street  Bank  and  the  South  Shore  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

At  the  Cape  Cod  Chamber  of  Commerce's  Legislative  Breakfast  Friday 
morning,  Senatior  Henri  Rauschenbach  stressed  the  Importance  of  Runway 
14/32  and  urg*J  all  to  contact  Governor  Celluoci  and  Peter  Biute,  executive 
nirector  of  Massport,  to  express  support  for  the  runway. 

The  voices  against  the  runway  are  organized  and  loud.  And,  as  the  old 
saying  goes,  "The  squeaky  wheel  gets  the  gr«ase."  Ifs  time  for  the  rest  of 
us  to  squeak. 

In  addition  of  vyords  of  support  to  Cellucd  and  Blute,  your  written  support  of 
Massport's  plarts  to  the  FAA  and  MEPA  by  the  April  23  deadline  for  comments 
OP  Environmental  Impact  Study  the  would  be  appreciated. 


Write  to: 


Airports  Oiviston 
FAA  New  England  Region 
12  NE  ^ecutive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01083 


and 


MEPA  Office 
Arthur  Pugjsley 
EOEA  #10458 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20*"  Roor 
Boston,  MA  02202. 

-  Written  by  Frank  Qbson 

THE  CAPB  COD  jOUMAL 


MassacSusctiA  Dcparlmcnl  of  Eflvironmcnial  Mana^pmcnl 

FORESTS  &  Pi 

Come  Out  And  Pity! 


12B  P4rk«r  Ro«t  OstervUle,  MA  02fl65  •  (508)  428-7000 
CoipyriBht  OffM  C«pe  Cod  Joumri.  Al  rigtrts  I 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  141 

New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan 

Frank  Gibson  and  testimony 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

141.1 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

...there  is  no  question  that  financial  deterrents  to  limit 
access  to  Logan  are  not  the  answer  to  delays  at  Logan 
caused  by  weather. 

Comment  noted. 

141.2 

:  Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

;  Runway  14/33  is  not  meant  to  increase  the  number  of 

\  aircraft  using  Logan.  It  is  simply  to  allow  the  aircraft 

i  cun-ently  using  Logan  to  arrive  and  depart  without  delays. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  141:  New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan,  Frank  Gibson  and  testimony 


NEW  ENGLAND  GUATEMALAN  ALLIANCE 


LETTER  142 

Mr.  Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Boston,  MA  02202 

4/7/99 

Dear  Mr.  Durand, 

As  an  active  member  of  Boston's  Hispanic  community  and  president  of  the  New  England  Guatemalan 
Alliance  (a  network  of  Guatemalan  people  and  organizations  established  in  1995),  I  urge  you  to  reject 
Massport's  EIS  regarding  runway  14/32  because  it  is  biased,  inadequate  and  uses  out-dated  figures  1421 
from  1 993,  when  the  1998  data  (available  on  www.ASC.FAAgov)  clearly  shows  that  delays  at  Logan  ' 
have  gone  down  significantly  since  1992.  MEPA  regulations  require  the  EIS  to  be  clearly  and  concisely 
written  in  order  to  inform  the  public  and  policy  makers  of  proposed  development  and  various 
alternatives.  This  is  where  the  EIS  fails  miserably. 

The  four-volume  (600  pages  plus  per  volume!)  study  is  not  clear  or  concise  but  terribly  confusing  and 
technical  even  for  native  English  speakers.  It  does  not  adequately  discuss  viable  alternatives  to  runway 
14/32,  such  as  peak  hour  pricing  or  land  banking  for  a  second  airport  and  doesn't  even  mention  the 
obvious  alternative  of  sending  all  small  planes  to  nearby  Hanscom  Airport.  It  doesn't  discuss  the 
"conservation  potential"  (as  required  in  MEPA  regulations)  of  these  alternatives  on  humans,  nature  and 
natural  resources.  Massport's  EIS  shows  two  scenarios:  "Logan  with  the  runway"  and  'Vithout  the  142.2 
runway."  In  the  name  of  fairness,  the  EIS  should  explain  the  benefits  of  other  alternatives. 

Most  importantly,  Massport's  EIS  does  not  consider  the  devastating  environmental  impacts  on  the 
populations  that  will  be  most  harmed  by  this  runway  -  the  majority  of  whom  are  inner  city, 
lower-income  and  working  class  people  -  a  significant  proportion  of  whom  are  people  of  color.       |  4l.O 

Chelsea  has  one  of  the  largest  Puerto  Rican  and  Hispanic  populations  in  the  region.  East  Boston  is 
presently  home  to  the  largest  Central  American  population  in  Loston.  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury, 
Dorchester  and  the  South  End  also  house  large  Hispanic,  Caribbean  and  African  populations. 
Aren't  MEPA  and  other  Federal  and  State  regulations  supposed  to  protect  against  transportation 
development  that  adversely  impacts  a  disproportionate  number  of  minority  and  lower  income  people? 

Please  reject  Massport's  EIS  because  of  these  and  other  inadequacies.  Runway  14/32  is  a  short-sighted 

and  unfair  proposal.  Massachusetts  needs  long-term  regional  transportation  plarming  that  will  equitably  1424 

distribute  airplane  noise,  air  pollution  and  auto  congestion  throughout  various  areas  of  the  state,  rather 

than  supersaturate  popularions  who  already  bear  the  lion's  share  of  negative  environmental  impacts 

from  regional  transportation  including  but  not  limited  to  Logan  Airport,  three  tunnels,  highways,  mass 

transit  and  hazardous  oil  tanks.  This  is  not  NIMBY,  but  rather  a  simple  case  of  when  is  enough  enough 

for  inner  city  neighborhoods?  Thank  you. 

Ignacio  W  Ochoa,  President 
New  England  Guatemalan  Alliance 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAR  EIS/FiNAL  EIR 


Letter  142 

New  England  Guatemalan  Alliance 
Ignacio  W.  Ochoa,  President 


Code     Topic  1 


142.1 


Analysis 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


Topic  2 


Base  Year 


Comment 


...Massport's  EIS  regarding  runway  14/32  [should  be 
rejected]  because  it  is  biased,  inadequate  and  uses  out- 
dated figures  from  1993,  when  the  1998  data... clearly 
shows  that  delays  at  Logan  have  gone  down  significantly 
since  1992. 


142.2 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


MEPA 


[The  DEIR  does  not  satisfy  MEPA  because  it  does  not 
study  a  full  range  of  alternatives.] 


Response 

Logan  Airport  flight  delays,  as  measured  by  the  FAA,  did 
decline  between  1993  and  1997.  Nevertheless,  the  same 
data  show  that  Logan  Airport  was  consistently  ranked  as  one 
of  the  nation's  most  delayed  airports  throughout  this  period. 
In  1998,  delayed  flights  at  Logan  Airport,  as  reported  by  the 
FAA  increased  by  more  than  30  percent  and  continued  to 
increase  in  2000.  In  2000,  Logan  Airport  was  second  most 
delayed  in  the  United  States  for  arrivals.  This  represents  the 
worst  rank  in  Logan  Airport's  history. 

There  are  three  reasons  for  the  decline  in  delays  between 
1993  and  1997.  First,  in  1997,  the  number  of  hourly 
scheduled  flights  was  less  than  Logan  Airport's  normal 
operating  capacity  of  120  flights  per  hour,  unlike  1993,  when 
airlines  scheduled  flights  well  beyond  Logan  Airport's  hourly 
capacity.  Second,  Logan  Airport's  hourly  demand  profile  is 
flatter  than  it  was  in  1993.  Airlines  are  spreading  scheduled 
flights  throughout  the  day  taking  advantage  of  Logan  Airport's 
off-peak  hours  {e.g.,  10  AM  to  1  PM).  Finally,  airlines  are 
carrying  more  passengers  per  flight.  In  fact,  with  roughly  the 
same  number  of  flights  as  in  1993,  Logan  Airport 
accommodated  over  3  million  more  passengers.  One  reason 
for  this  is  that  the  regional  carrier  network  sen/ing  New 
England  is  more  efficient.  In  1993,  there  were  three  regional 
carrier  systems  sen/ing  2.1  million  regional  passengers  at 
Logan  Airport.  Since  1994,  Logan  Airport  has  been  served  by 
two  regional  airiine  systems  (Business  Express,  now 
American  Eagle,  and  US  Ainivays  Express).  These  carriers 
handled  2.2  million  Logan  Airport  passengers  in  1998. 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 
during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model 
calibration.  The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  has  been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay 
results  for  1998  to  provide  more  current  context  to  airlield 
conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay 
analysis  and  discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  property  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 


Letter  142:  New  England  Guatemalan  Alliance,  Ignacio  W.  Ochoa,  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code 

142.3 


Topic  1 

Environmental 
Justice 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


Comment 


...Massport's  EIS  does  not  consider  the  devastating 
environmental  impacts  on  the  populations  that  will  be 
most  harmed  by  this  runway— the  majority  of  whom  are 
inner  city,  lower-income  and  working  class  people— a 
significant  proportion  of  whom  are  people  of  color. 


142.4 


[Massachusetts  needs  long-term  regional  transportation 
planning  that  will  equitably  distribute  airplane  noise,  air 
pollution  and  auto  congestion  throughout  vanous  areas  of 
the  state,  rather  than  supersaturate  populations  who 
already  bear  the  lion's  share  of  negative  environmental 
impacts.... 


Response 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income 
populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Altemative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Altemative.  The  65  dB  Df^lL 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is 
presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Regional  initiatives  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  the 
region's  inter-city  transportation  network  have  been  studied 
since  1989.  Section  2.1  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
summarizes  relevant  planning  studies  and  their  major 
conclusions.  A  regional  transportation  strategy  that  includes 
the  expansion  of  regional  airports,  the  development  of  high- 
speed rail,  and  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32  and 
other  infrastructure  improvements  at  Logan  Airport  has 
evolved  from  these  important  studies.  All  the 
major  improvements  to  the  regional  transportation  system 
have  been  implemented  except  for  improvements  to 
Logan  Airport's  airfield.  The  regional  airports  have  been 
experiencing  tremendous  growth  in  services  and 
passenger  traffic  since  1996  and  Amtrak  introduced  its 
high-speed  Acela  train  service  between  Boston  and 
New  Yori(  in  December  2000.  Massport  considers 
Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  the  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports.  Service  development  and 
increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports  are  an  important 
part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate 
growth  in  air  travel  demand.  While  greater  use  of  the  regional 
airports  and  high-speed  rail  will  provide  relief  to 
Logan  Airport,  the  proposed  Airside  Project  provides  clear 
benefits  at  current,  as  well  as  future,  traffic  levels.  The 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  regional 
transportation  developments  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future 
growth  at  Logan  Airport. 
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Letter  142:  New  England  Guatemalan  Alliance,  Ignacio  W.  Ochoa,  President 
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pf|f^  Noise  Pollution 
9i  Clearinghouse 


LETTER  143 


Protecting  the  Commons: 

Our  effort  to  control  second-hand  noise  is  part  of  a  greater  effort  to  protect  that  which  is  held  in 
common  by  the  public  from  exploitation,  abuse,  and  degradation.  Other  efforts  to  protect  the 
commons  are  concerned  with  protecting  our  public  lands  and  parks;  air,  airways,  water,  and 
waterways;  habitat,  species,  and  bio-diversity.  What  these  efforts  share  is  the  recognition  that  our 
well-being  is  enhanced  when  the  commons  is  used  to  maximize  opportunities  for  everyone,  and 
degraded  when  the  commons  is  used  to  maximize  profits  or  opportunities  for  a  few,  or  to  maximize 
only  a  few  opportunities. 


Some  individuals  and  businesses  feel  that  they  have  a  right  or  the  freedom  to  use  a  common  resource 
in  any  way  they  see  fit.  Perhaps  these  people  are  mistakenly  extending  their  own  private  property 
rights  to  that  which  is  publicly  owned  or  cared  for  and  not  exclusively  their  own.  Perhaps  they  do  not 
realize  what  most  of  us  learned  on  the  school  yard  years  ago:  "that  my  right  to  swing  my  fist  ends  at 
your  nose."  Or,  perhaps  they  do  not  recognize  the  soundness  of  our  parallel  claim  "that  my  right  to 
create  noise  ends  at  your  ear."  In  any  case,  these  people  are  acting  as  bullies,  claiming  rights  and 
freedoms  that  are  not  theirs  while  degrading  resources  that  are  ours. 

Polluting  the  commons  is  not  a  right.  Our  effort  to  reduce  noise  pollution  is  similar  to  other  efforts  to 
reduce  pollution  and  reassert  our  collective  stewardship  over  the  commons.  Whether  the  issue  is 
second-hand  smoke,  elevated  mercury  levels,  or  ground  level  ozone,  the  strategy  is  to  protect  the 
envirormient  and  our  health  and  well-being  by  creating  an  ethic  of  the  commons. 

In  seeking  to  advance  an  ethic  of  the  commons,  we  first  need  to  recognize  that  competing  uses  that 
exclude  other  uses  of  the  commons  or  damaging  uses  that  detract  from  other  uses  are  not  wise  uses 
of  a  public  good.  The  commons  should  be  used  in  as  many  non-competing,  non-damaging  ways  as 
possible.  Noise,  like  many  other  pollutants,  precludes  many  enjoyable  uses  of  the  commons  and  is 
not  a  v/ise  use  of  the  commons:  loud  late  night  parties,  early  morning  garbage  pick-up,  or  aircraft 
take-offs  trump  sleeping,  reading,  working,  or  listening  to  music. 

We  are  seeking  to  improve  human  well-being  by  establishing  an  ethic  for  the  commons  that  allows 
for  as  many  non-consumptive  and  non-rival  uses  of  the  commons  as  possible.  Human  well-being  is 
enhanced  when  individuals  or  groups  such  as  the  Noise  Pollution  Clearinghouse  succeed  in  two 
ways:  first,  by  minimizing  damaging  uses  of  the  commons,  and  second,  by  maximizing  the 
opportunities  for  non-competing  uses.  With  respect  to  noise,  help  us  by  spreading  the  message  that 
good  neighbors  keep  their  noise  to  themselves. 


Subject:  Noise  protection  in  communist  Hong  Kong 
From:  "Ron  Steinbach"  <RonSteinbach@prodigy.net> 
Date:  4/14/99  6:52  PM  Pacilic  Daylight  Time 
'essage-id:  <7f3rd2$15ko$1@newssvTOlHnt.news. prodigy. com> 

3  following  excerpt  is  from  the  South  China  Morning  Post,  October  14, 
1998: 

Residents  urge  11pm  flight  ban 

Noise  from  overnight  flights  has  exceeded  acceptable  levels  in 
Eastem  District .  .  . 

Residents  ha\©  succeeded  in  getting  flights  rerouted  fi^m  midnight 
until  7am  starting  fi^m  next  Sunday, 

but  now  they  want  rerouting  to  start  from  11pm. 

Provisional  Urt)an  Councillor  Wong  Kwok-hing,  who  represents  Eastem 
District,  has  been  measuring 

noise  from  the  flight  path  between  11pm  and  midnight. 

It  was  found  that  noise  from  eight  planes  flying  over  the  Wharf 
Centre  in  North  Point  on  Monday  exceeded        the  55  decibels  recommended 
by  the  Environmental  Protection  Department. 

The  average  noise  level  was  66.3  decibels,  with  the  highest  level 
reaching  70.4,  Mr  Wong  said. 

My  question  is  why  the  communist  government  in  Hong  Kong  appears  to  be  more 
sensitive  to  aircraft  noise  experienced  by  its  citizens  than  the  democratic 
Timent  in  the  United  Slates? 
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Homeowners  Flee  Airport  Noise 


.c  The  Associated  Press 
By  STEVE  BAILEY 

LOUISVILLE,  Ky.  (AP)  -  Pat  Philpott  has  lived  in  the  same  home  for  more  than  three  decades.  Naturally,  she  felt  anxious  when 
she  learned  she  would  have  to  move  to  make  room  for  an  airport's  expansion. 

Ttiat  was  until  she  found  out  she  could  take  everything  with  her  her  sofa,  her  tele\^sion,  her  antique  dresser  -  and  all  her 
neighbors. 

Mrs.  Philpott,  58,  is  among  nearly  300  homeowners  in  Minor  Lane  Heights  who  over  the  next  several  years  will  pack  up  and  move 
about  8  miles  to  the  southeast. 

It's  part  of  an  ambitious  relocation  plan  that  will  keep  their  tiny  incorporated  community  of  about  1,700  residents  at  the  southem 
edge  of  suburban  Louisville  from  being  dissol\«d. 

"This  community  does  a  lot  of  things  together  -  Easter  egg  hunts,  senior  citizen  dinners,  picnics  and  festivals,"  Minor  Lane 
Heights  Mayor  Fred  Williams  said.  "Why  let  go  of  all  of  that  if  you  don't  have  to?" 

On  one  side  of  Mrs.  Philpott's  new  home  will  be  the  family  she's  lived  beside  for  nearly  30  years.  On  the  other  side  will  be  a 
woman  who's  lived  across  the  street  for  26  years.  Other  current  neighbors  will  b»e  across  the  street. 

first,  I  didnt  want  to  mo\«,  not  at  all."  Mrs.  Philpott  said.  "I\e  lived  here  a  long  time  and  raised  my  sons  here  and  made  some 
.( friends.  I  didnt  want  to  gi\«.all  that  up." 

Neither  did  many  other  residents,  who  banded  together  to  make  sure  long-standing  relationships  would  not  be  razed  in  the  same 
feshion  as  their  homes. 

"V\le'\a  li\«d  here  for  14  years  and  my  parents  live  right  next  door,"  said  43-year-old  Gerald  Jackson,  who  along  with  his  wife  and 
two  children  will  be  among  the  first  50  families  to  have  moved  into  their  new  homes  by  Thanksgiving. 

"Everytxjdy  here  looks  out  for  each  other  like  family.  I  couldn't  imagine  relocating  anywhere  away  from  a  lot  of  these  people, 
especially  my  folks,"  he  said. 

A  groundbreaking  ceremony  for  the  new  community  was  held  March  28,  but  the  process  began  more  than  five  years  ago  when 
LouiSMlle  International  Airport  announced  plans  to  open  two  new  runways.  That  sparked  outcries  that  the  added  noise  would  further 
burden  thousands  of  already  frazzled  homeowners  below  the  airport's  flight  path. 

"From  atx3ut  10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.,  the  roar  is  constant,"  Williams  said.  "But  it's  not  just  the  noise.  The  airport  here  has  a  great  track 
record,  but  what  goes  up  must  come  down.  Eventually,  there's  going  to  be  some  kind  of  disaster" 

A  solution  was  proposed:  a  $285  million  federal  and  state  grant  program  to  buy  out  more  than  3,700  area  property  owners  so  they 
could  purchase  homes  in  other  locations. 

To  those  who  had  Ii\ed  in  Minor  Lane  Heights  for  years,  however,  that  wasnt  good  enough.  They  told  airport  oflicials  they  would 
:.gree  to  move  on  the  condition  that  residents  could  move  together. 

■"n  this  whole  situation  came  up  about  five  years  ago,  the  phones  were  ringing  off  the  hook  with  people  asking,  "Where  am  I 


going  to  go?'  and  'What  am  I  going  to  do,"  Williams  said. 

"Someone  proposed  the  idea  of  moving  together.  Right  away,  people  started  saying  it  couldnl  be  done.  But  our  attitude  was  "Why 
7  These  days,  you  can  do  just  about  anything  you  want  if  you  put  your  mind  to  it." 

me  residents  have  taken  the  buyout  money  and  moved  elsewhere.  But  most,  about  300  of  440  homeowners,  have  chosen  to 
relocate  to  the  new  city,  called  Heritage  Creek. 

"Everybody  is  tickled  to  death  with  this,"  said  city  Clerk  Jan  Skeeters.  "And  the  excitement  really  picked  up  when  people  started 
picking  their  lots.  Even  though  they  just  see  their  names  on  a  colored  dot  on  a  layout  txjard,  it's  become  reality." 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  spends  millions  of  dollars  annually  to  help  people  living  near  airports  cope  with  the  unsettling 
problem  of  jet  noise,  soundproofing  some  houses  and  buying  and  tearing  down  others.  The  budget  for  the  program  was  $200 
million  last  year. 

In  this  situation,  the  agency  and  the  airport  each  chipped  in  $10  million  to  help  purchase  287  acres  of  land  at  the  new  site. 

Residents  will  be  able  to  sell  their  property  to  the  program  to  buy  land  in  the  new  community,  where  they  will  move  into  a  home 
comparable  to  the  one  they  sold. 

About  350  houses  will  be  built  in  the  first  phase  of  constnjction  with  more  planned  over  the  next  se\«ral  years.  Williams  said  the 
three-bedroom,  one-bath  homes  will  a\erage  about  1,000  square  feet,  although  residents  will  be  allowed  to  pay  more  for  larger  lots 
or  amenities  their  cunrent  homes  lack. 

The  new  city  hall  will  be  a  100-year-old  building  already  on  the  property,  which  officials  plan  to  begin  renovating  as  soon  as  the  first 
residents  move  into  their  new  homes. 

"A  few  people  have  asked  me  about  the  downside  to  this  situation,"  Skeeters  said.  "Other  than  the  fact  they've  got  a  lot  of  fond 
mpmories  in  those  old  houses,  what  possible  downside  is  there?" 
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news 

Something  in  the  air 

By  Harvey  Black 

the  health  of  people  who  service  jet  aircraft 
could  be  harmed  by  aerosols  of  the  fuel.  At  a  meeting 
next  week  in  San  Antonio,  Texas,  researchers  will 
describe  animal  studies  suggesting  that  these  aerosols 
damage  the  lungs  and  have  subtle  neurological  effects. 

Most  military  and  commercial  jets  use  a  kerosene-rich 
fuel  called  JP-8  or  Jet  A,  which  has  always  been 
considered  safe.  But  scientists  are  now  starting  to 
investigate  the  risks  of  breathing  the  aerosols  of 
unbumt  fuel  that  shoot  into  the  air  when  an  aircraft 
.  starts  its  engines. 

Mark  Witten,  a  respiratory  physiologist  at  the 
University  of  Arizona  in  Tucson,  has  exposed  rodents 
to  aerosols  of  JP-8  containing  droplets  between  1  -5 
and  1  -8  micrometres  across-similar  to  those  created 
by  jet  engines. 

Even  a  single,  hour-long  exposure  to  an  aerosol 
containing  50  milligrams  of  JP-8  per  cubic  metre 
increased  lung  permeability  in  mice  and  caused  the 
loss  of  cilia,  the  hair-like  projections  that  waft  dirt  out 
of  bronchial  tubes.  "This  will  allow  dust,  pollen  and 
other  stuff  in  the  lungs  to  set  up  a  chronic 
inflammatory  state,"  says  Witten. 

Other  researchers  are  studying  the  effects  of  repeated 
exposure  to  JP-8.  Carol  Baldwin  of  the  University  of 
Arizona  exposed  five  rats  to  aerosols  containing  1000 


and  they  said  they  seem  to  have  more  colds,  more 
bronchitis,  more  chronic,  coughs  than  the  people  not 
exposed  to  jet  fuel,"  says  Witten. 

At  next  week's  meeting,  sponsored  by  the  US  Air 
Force,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the 
National  Institute  of  Occupational  Safety  and  Health, 
officials  hope  to  lay  down  a  plan  for  future 
epidemiological  studies. 

"What  we're  trying  to  do  is  develop  exposure 
standards  for  anyone  who  works  around  an  aircraft," 
says  Major  Les  Smith  of  the  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  in 
San  Antonio,  who  chairs  an  Air  Force  committee 
looking  at  the  health  and  environmental  effects  of  JP- 
8. 
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CORNELL  UNIVERSITY  NEWS 

Airport  noise  is  harmful  to  the  health  and  well-being  of  children  and  may  cause 
lifelong  problems,  Cornell  study  shows 

FOR  RELEASE:  March  4,  1998 
Contact:  Susan  S.  Lang 
Office:  (607)  255-3613 
email 

ITHACA,  N.Y.  --  The  constant  roar  from  jet  aircraft  can  seriously  affect  the 
health  and  psychological  well-being  of  children,  according  to  a  new  Cornell 
University  study.  The  health  problems  resulting  from  chronic  airport  noise, 
including  higher  blood  pressure  and  boosted  levels  of  stress  hormones,  the 
researchers  say,  may  have  lifelong  effects. 

"This  study  is  probably  the  most  definitive  proof  that  noise  causes  stress  and  is 
harmful  to  humans,"  says  Gary  Evans,  a  professor  of  design  and  environmental 
analysis  in  Cornell's  College  of  Human  Ecology.  This  is,  he  says,  the  first 
longitudinal  study  of  noise  and  human  beings  to  look  at  the  same  group  of 
individuals  before  and  after  noise  pollution. 

Other  studies  have  been  cross  sectional,  comparing  people  exposed  to  noise  to 
well-matched  controls  who  were  not  subjected  to  noise.  Evans,  an  environmental 
psychologist  and  an  international  expert  on  environmental  stress  (such  as  noise, 
crowding  and  air  pollution)  and  his  German  and  Swedish  colleagues,  Monika 
BuUinger  and  Staffan  Hygge,  respectively,  reported  their  findings  in  the  January 
issue  of  Psychological  Science,  published  by  the  American  Psychological 
Association. 


143.2 


The  researchers  looked  at  217  third-  and  fourth-grade  children  in  rural  areas  22 
miles  from  Munich,  Germany,  before  and  after  the  opening  of  a  new  airport. 

About  half  the  children  live  in  an  area  under  the  flight  path  of  the  new 
international  airport;  the  others,  who  were  matched  for  age,  parental  jobs,  family 
size  and  socioeconomic  status,  live  in  quiet  areas.  The  children  were  tested  for 
blood  pressure,  stress  hormone  levels  and  quality  of  life  six  months  before  the 
airport  was  completed  as  well  as  six  and  1 8  months  after  it  opened. 

The  children  in  the  chronic  noise  group  experienced  modest  but  significant 
increases  in  blood  pressure  and  significant  increases  in  stress  hormones 
(epinephrine,  norepinephrine  and  Cortisol)  while  the  children  in  the  quiet  areas 
experienced  no  significant  changes.  Eighteen  months  after  the  airport  opened, 
the  children  exposed  to  the  chronic  aircraft  noise  also  reported  a  significant 
decline  in  their  quality  of  life. 

"Although  the  increases  in  blood  pressure  were  modest  in  the  children  living 


under  the  flight  path,  they  may  predict  a  greater  Hkelihood  of  having  higher 
blood  pressure  throughout  adulthood,"  says  Evans.  There  are  indications,  he  says, 
that  elevated  blood  pressure  in  childhood  predicts  higher  blood  pressure  later  in 
life. 

Boosts  in  stress  hormones  also  are  of  concern  because  they  indicate  that  noise 
induces  physiological  stress.  These  hormones  are  linked  to  adult  illnesses,  some 
of  which  are  life-threatening,  including  high  blood  pressure,  elevated  lipids  and 
cholesterol,  heart  disease  and  a  reduction  in  the  body's  supply  of  disease-fighting 
immune  cells. 

Evans'  and  his  colleagues'  new  study  adds  powerfiil  evidence  to  cross-  sectional 
and  animals  studies  which  have  shown  higher  stress  levels  in  children  and  adults 
working  and  living  in  chronically  noisy  envirormients. 

Evans  also  reported  last  year  that  New  York  children  living  near  an  international 
airport  tended  to  be  poor  listeners  and  did  not  read  as  well  as  matched  children  in 
quiet  schools.  Later  this  year,  Evans  hopes  to  report  on  how  chronic  noise  affects 
reading,  learning  and  mental  health  in  the  Munich  study  group. 

The  study  was  supported,  in  part,  by  the  Society  for  the  Psychological  Study  of 
Social  Issues,  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  the  Nordic  Scientific  Group  for 
Noise  Effects,  the  Swedish  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  German 
Research  Foundation. 
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Public  Health  Effects 


[Why  does  Hong  Kong  have  a  lower  allowable  decibel 
level  (55)  than  Logan?) 


The  constant  roar  from  jet  aircraft  can  seriously  affect  the 
health  and  psychological  well-being  of  children,  according 
to  a  new  Comell  University  study. 


Response 

The  comment  is  unclear  and  difficult  to  interpret.  Hong  Kong's 
noise  standards  for  its  new  Chek  Lap  Kok  (CLK)  Airport 
utilize  a  totally  different  noise  metnc  (the 
Noise  Exposure  Forecast  (NEF))  than  Is  used  at  airports  in 
the  United  States,  and  the  allowable  level  Is  not  55  dB.  Also, 
It  is  the  FAA,  not  Massport,  that  establishes  guidelines  for 
land  use  compatibility  In  the  United  States.  It  should  not  be 
surprising  that  rule  making  agencies  of  two  such  widely 
different  countries  and  cultures  have  differing  needs  and 
objectives. 

Massport  has  provided  the  City  of  Boston  and  public  health 
agencies  with  air  quality  and  emissions  data. 

In  January  1996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  health 
data,  including  mortality  and  morbidity  from  each 
neighborhood  in  Boston  and  cancer  incidence  data  available 
from  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health.  These 
data  indicated  that  causal  relationships  cannot  be  determined 
at  this  time.  A  review  of  the  1999  Report  to  the  Mayor,  Health 
of  Boston  prepared  by  the  Boston  Public  Health  Commission 
leads  to  a  similar  conclusion.  In  addition,  Massport  has 
shared  the  results  of  the  Soot  Deposition  Sfudy  with  public 
health  agencies  and  is  cooperating  with  the  Harvard  School 
of  Public  Health  on  the  South  Boston  Particle  Source 
Apportionment  Study. 

Information  on  public  health  Issues  is  provided  in  Chapter  6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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TO:  Rcbert  Durane  'HCMS: 


727-1553 


FRCM:  .    John  ^fJahc^y 
Nuastra  CSC 
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RE: 


Number  cf  psgss  indud*^r:  c:^^s?>{is!*-  r21 


Message: 

I  am  writing  to  exprass  my 
opposition,  I  want  to  make  it 
this  is  another  example  of 
the  real  problem  over,  the  ioi 
income. 

Twenty-five  years  ago  the  S! 
congestion  at  Logah  that  Wi 
State  and  its  politicians  Have 
included  letting  Weymouth  atr; 
Worcester  a  viable  eltematfvi 

Now  you  are  hypocrifit^I^  hifi 
Manchester  and  Warwick/ 
it  too?  The  main  reasorrihi 
actions  or  any  other  acficins 
happening  because  Logan  i 
reason  is  that  Southwest 
airports.  It  is  for  thes6  na 
because  of  your  efforts^ .  Usii 
only  illustrates  your  willingni 
Massachusetts  problerr. 


I  am  opposed  to  the  runway 

.  •    As  mentioned  abovBv^ 
we  will  have.evan  fB^ 

•    It  places  an  undue  aoi 
of  the  burden  fbr  thaP' 
Lexington  and  Con 
historic  araa»  (that 
Mt  Auburn  Cemetery;' 


18^ 

Airt5 


[fesSien  to  the  runway  expsnslcfi  at  Lsgsn.  in  expressing  this 
_  lam  not  an  anti-growth  fanatia  but  someone  who  sees  that 
-iiiUng  a  bandaid  solution  to  a  problem  thr.t  will  not  address 
'.vill,  as  usual,  impose  its  burdiln  primarily  on  those  of  icv.'er 


aiommitment  to  find  an  alternative  to  help  relieve  the 
frpm  the  expected  growth  of  ar  traffic.  Since  that  time,  the 
^let  opportunities  pass  to  help  address  this  issue.  This  has 
[^gg^as  a  possible  alternate,  failed  to  move  on  making 
Uiqg  to  push  for  Hanacom  to  provlda  some  relief. 


PI' 


rid  soma  screen  that  you  are 
bU  kidding  with  this  approach 
are  expanding  so  much 
adft  in  this  State.  It  is  simply 
tnese  and  the  State  has  failed 
•provided  very  inexpensive  rell; 
v:Wtid  Ilye  In  Roslindale,  go  to 
evidence  that  you  are  seeking 
-^e  buck  politically  to  other  S 


^  as 


I  suing  alternatives  in 
having  your  cake  and  eating 

nothing  to  do  with  your 
marketplace.  This  Is 
fix  this  situation.  The  other 
ble  service  out  of  these 
Rhode  Island.  It  is  not 
alternative  solutions  really 
ates  to  solve  9 


thi 

ti» 


ait  Logan  for  the  following  re^ons: 

a  short-term  band-aid.  soiutjon  and  in  another  five  years 
iiBVailable  to  help  solve  the  pfohlems  that  will  exist. 
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burden  of  noise  pollution  on 
tB;  I  can  appreciate  the 
that  people  don't  want  all  the 
much  my  areas  as  theirs), 
a  Emerald  Necklace  are  also 


areas 


already  bearing  too  much    j  44  2 
argurhent  of  people  in  the 

I  loise  pollution  over  those 
H(  wever  the  Arnold  Arboretum, 
hi:  itoric  areas  that  draw 


hundracs  cf  tourists 
Hanscam  '^^as  A- 
planes  so  a  •small  !ni 
82%  of  {he  burden 
taka  1G0%. 


^  apcreciata  more  peacs  and  ijuiet.  For  many  years 
•jkrtth  3  ccnslderablQ  amount     traxfic  Item  large  miiitar/ 
3f  ccrpcrata  3r.d  small  jsts  is  ncUuntair.  1  am  willing  to  take 
ixolutlcn  wnile  i  am  sitting  on  m>^  pcrcn,  but  I  am  unwilling  to 


P--2  provsn  by  their  Ui^^^Siriaja  ;c  prcvida  Icr  a  sciuticn  ;cr-^iha  ;asi2C  years  as  wail  as 
ccur.t'asa  other  brcka^^^nbes,  Wassccrt  can't  ba  sustad  |n  .t:eir  ;yTrmise  that  this  will 
only  be  used  to  prrsvl^^ahrgitsmate  landing  rcuta    minimise  salaya,  net  to  incrsase 
landings.  In  five  vear^^San  tha  iurcan  on  Logsn  is  even' g^eaier  this  promise  wiil  fail  by 
the  wayslda. 


Logan  and  iHe  arsa 
on  a  caninsular  vwth>'i^ 
cannot  taka  any  mcc^ 
concamed  about  tha^; 


rn  simpiy  cannot  handle  any  mor^  venicuter  traffic.  Logan  is 
accass  through  pushing  on  r^icsntial  neighbcrhccds.  It 
3-comes  at  a  tim.e  when  public  h^ith  ctncals  are  increasingly 
<'■*■  In  diildhccd  asthma. 


There  is  Inadaquata  5^tea>3t  Logan  to  provide  storage  and  knciilar/  feciiities  for  shippers 
and  the  situation  will^t^^^at'wqrse  with  the  construction  of  a  new  runway.  This  will 
increasingly  fcrca  tni^^^d  storage  spacas  into  residentiaijand  retaii  areas.  Tr.is  was 
recantly  [llus^atsdbi)^^^eve(oper  recsntiy  announcing  pf^ns  to  develop  more  than  I00j 

EC=Jcra  fast  of -^varah^^^cgcji  miias  sway  r'rcm  ;r.e  airpc'i 


Untii  such  time  as  the  Stata  1^ 
Logan: 


10  following  actions,  I  wiil  be  fuliyjopposed  to  the  expansion  at 


orporate 


Worcester  Airport  is  ^j^S^p  as  a  viable  alternative.  This  w<ijld  indude  the  State 
providing  a  direct  sc^^^Jghvwry  and  the  Stzxz  pushing  airfnaa,  ahippsra,  and  corp 
jets  to  usB  Wioroesiiec^$S3l^%itemat^ 

Pursue  'peak-bma'.Ddol^tii  force  corporate  jets  out  as  a  cK>se  of  delays. 

Develojs  Han$eom  ai^^B|iemata  for  corporate  Jets.  This  v«iould  not  radically  increase 
noise  or  vehicular,  trsffl^^^a  area  but  it  would  be  another  <  og  in  the  effort  to  reduce 
delays  at  Logan.  Mal^^F'teese  jets  are  servicing  clients  In  |he  Rte  128  area  anyway  so  it 
would  be  in  their  best^itS'Peat.  . 


Further  pursue  Mancif6S|bf  and  Warwick  as  alternatives.  T^is  would  Include  establishing 
train  service  to  T.F.  ^wSf»V.  .' 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  144 
Nuestra,  CDC 
John  Mahoney 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

144.1 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

...this  is  only  a  short-term  band-aid  solution  and  in 
another  five  years  we  will  have  even  fewer  options 
available  to  help  solve  the  problems  that  will  exist. 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Altemative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37. 5U  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accnje 
overtime.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 

i  144.2 

Noise 

Impacts 

It  places  an  undue  and  unfair  burden  of  noise  pollution  on 
areas  already  bearing  too  much  of  the  burden  for  the 
entire  state. 

Projected  changes  in  flight  patterns  and  associated  noise 
shifts  are  consistent  with  the  PRAS  goals,  which  were  studied 
and  approved  by  the  community  when  established.  Activity 
increases  over  certain  communities  are  offset  by  activity 
reductions  over  other  severely  impacted  communities  and  by 
activity  increases  over  water. 

144.3 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Massport  can't  be  trusted  in  their  promise  that  this 
[runway  14/32]  will  only  be  used  to  provide  an  alternate 
landing  route  to  minimize  delays,  not  to  increase  landings. 

Neither  Massport  nor  the  FAA  has  a  program  to  increase 
passenger  demand  at  Logan  Airport.  Rather,  the  objective  of 
both  organizations  is  to  accommodate  demand  safely  and 
efficiently.  The  recommended  Airside  Project  is  intended  to 
enable  Logan  Airport  to  accommodate  current  and 
future  aircraft  activity  with  minimum  delay.  The  constnjction  of 
Runway  14/32  would  significantly  reduce  delays  associated 
with  northwest  wind  conditions,  but  would  not  be  expected  to 
induce  additional  aircraft  traffic  or  passenger  activity  at 
Logan  Airport. 

144.4 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

Logan  and  the  area  around  it  cannot  handle  any  more 
vehicular  traffic. 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massport's  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent 
Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 

144.5 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Landside 
Improvements 

There  is  inadequate  space  at  Logan  to  provide  storage 
and  ancillary  facilities  for  shippers  and  the  situation  will 
only  get  worse  with  the  construction  of  a  new  mnway. 

Logan  Airport's  real  estate  is  admittedly  less  than  the 
desirable  size.  Since  the  existing  area  cannot  be  expanded, 
Massport  proposed  the  Airside  Project  and  is  investigating 
other  redevelopments  to  maximize  efficiency,  including 
relocating  non-essential  facilities  off-airport.  Runway  14/32 
will  be  located  on  fill  that  was  prepared  for  this  purpose  25 
years  ago.  The  runway  will  not  increase  airfield  capacity,  but 
will  dramatically  reduce  aircraft  and  passenger  delays  during 
northwest  wind  conditions. 

Letter  144:  Neustra,  CDC,  John  Mahoney 
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Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

144.6 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

[Improve]  Worcester  Airport... as  a  viable  alternative. 

144.7 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

Pursue  "peak-time"  pricing  to  force  corporate  jets  out  as  a 
cause  of  delays. 

144.8 

Regional 
i  Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Develop  Hanscom  as  an  altemate  for  corporate  jets. 

Response  | 

Massport  fias  a  long-standing  relationship  witfi  the 
City  of  Worcester  to  aid  Worcester  Regional  Airport  in 
reaching  its  full  potential,  thereby  improving  the  efficiency  of 
the  New  England  air  transportation  network.  Massport 
assumed  operational  control  of  the  Worcester  Regional 
Airport  on  January  1 5, 2000.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  A 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Massport's  Vj 
efforts  to  promote  increased  utilization  of  Worcester  Regional 
and  the  other  regional  airports. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a 

demand  management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  The 

analysis  indicates  that  PPP  is  an  effective  option  when  ^ 

airlines  schedule  beyond  the  nomnal  hourly  operating  1^ 

capacity  of  the  airport.  See  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of 
aircraft  operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The 
Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private,  business,  charter, 
and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  otherwise  use 
Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was 
filed.  Shuttle  America,  a  newly  founded  airline,  began 
commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering 
limited  turboprop  sen/ices  to  short-haul  regional  markets  - 
Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington, 
Delaware  (discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is 
also  conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  sen/ice  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  policy  (60-seat  regulation),  it  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a 
major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its 
geographic  proximity  to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its  development  as  a 
significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally,  commuter  airlines 
serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
other  Logan  Airport  flights.  However,  any  new  commercial 
service  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be 
reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR), 
its  Annual  Updates,  and  applicable  regulatory  limitations,  and 
shall  be  considered  by  the  Hanscom  Field 
Advisory  Committee.  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Field. 
The  environmental  impacts  of  commercial  services  at 
Hanscom  Field  are  summanzed  from  the  HGEIR  and  appear 
in  Appendix  B  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  144:  Neustra,  CDC,  John  Mahoney 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

144.9   ^  Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 


Further  pursue  Manchester  and  Wanwick  as  alternatives. 
This  would  include  establishing  train  service  to  T.F. 
Green. 


Response 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  sen/ice 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  full  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market,  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This 
analysis  supports  the  conclusion  greater  use  of  the  regional 
airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the  service  area  of 
such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since 
demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary  service  area  will 
remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other  regional  airports 
will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan 
Airport. 


Letter  144:  Neustra,  CDC,  John  Mahoney 


Pilot 
Block 

eighborhood 
Assodarion 


LETTER  145 


Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Assoc. 
93  Pembroke  St. 
Boston,  MA  02118 
April  9,  1999 


The  Honorable  Argeo  Paul  Cellucci 
Governor  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
State  House  -  Rm  360 
Boston,  MA  02133 

Dear  Governor  Cellucci: 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association  to  urge  you  to  reconsider  your 
position  on  expanding  Logan  Airport  with  Runway  14/32.  Very  few  cities  have  airpons  which 
are  as  close  to  their  large  population  center  as  Boston.   Boston  and  many  surrounding  towns 
and  cities  have  long  suffered  from  considerable  noise  and  air  pollution  from  the  airport.  The 
South  End  has  had  a  dramatic  increase  in  noise  in  the  last  year  and  the  new  runway  will  only 
make  this  worse.  We  all  know  that  Logan  Airport  is  here  to  stay  and  that  we  will  have  to 
continue  to  work  to  minimize  the  impact  on  its  neighbors.  But  it  is  time  to  share  the  burden 
with  other  pans  of  this  state. 

Almost  all  major  cities  are  served  by  more  than  one  airport.   With  57%  of  Logan's  passengers 
coming  from  outside  Rte.  128,  we  need  to  develop  another  airport  to  take  the  overload  from 
Logan  .  And  we  need  to  develop  a  regional  plan  that  will  take  us  into  the  future,  not  settle  for  a 
stop  gap  measure  that  will  help,  at  most,  for  five  years  and  will  place  an  increased  burden  on 
local  communities.  There  are  several  options  already  in  existence,  Hanscom  field  (already 
underutilized),  Worcester  (which  could  be  conneaed  by  a  high  speed  rail  line),  and  Ft.  Devens. 
Not  only  would  these  airports  decrease  traffic  and  delays  at  Logan,  but  they  could  lighten  the 
traffic  on  some  of  the  most  congested  highways  in  Boston  and  give  much  easier  access  to  air 
transponation  to  many  of  the  -57%  who  live  outside  128.  And  we  need  to  look  further  afield  to 
consider  what  makes  sense  in  terms  of  other  regional  airports  like  Manchester  and  Providence. 

Increasing  air  traffic  at  Logan  is  not  good  for  business.  Nobody  wants  to  be  in  a  city  with  so 
much  airplane  noise  that  you  can't  carry  on  a  conversation.  Nobody  wants  to  endure  the  traffic 
congestion  on  the  Central  Artery  and  the  lack  of  infrastructure  to  support  increased  air  traffic. 
Nobody  wants  an  unhealthy  city,  and  the  areas  affected  by  the  airport  have  elevated 
levels  of  respiratory  problems  and  cancer.  These  need  to  be  studied  further.  We  shall  urge  the 
office  of  environmental  affairs  to  do  careful  studies  of  these  health  risks. 


We  can  develop  this  city  in  ways  that  don*t  sacrifice  our  quality  of  life,  if  we  are  ready  to  put  the 
thought  and  committment  into  this  goal.  We  need  to  have  a  Massport  that  makes  good  on  its 
past  commitments  and  that  involves  the  communities  it  serves,  not  one  that  goes  off  and  does 
its  own  thing  regardless. 

Please  reconsider  your  position.  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association  voted  unanimously  to 
oppose  the  new  runway  14/32. 

Yoiirs  truly, 
Cynthia  J.  Steil 

President  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Assoc. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  145 

Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association 

Cynthia  J.  Steil,  President 


Code 

145.1 


Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


Comment 

The  South  End  has  had  a  dramatic  increase  in  noise  in 
the  last  year  and  the  new  runway  will  only  make  this 
worse. 


145.2 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


145.3     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


With  57%  of  Logan's  passengers  coming  from  outside 
Rte.  128,  we  need  to  develop  another  airport  to  take  the 
overload  from  Logan. 

....we  need  to  develop  a  regional  plan  that  will  take  us  into 
the  future,  not  settle  for  a  stop  gap  measure  that  will  help, 
at  most,  for  five  years  and  will  place  an  increased  burden 
on  local  communities. 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenano,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenanos,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

A  second  major  airport  is  not  a  solution  to  the  cun'ent  delay 
and  congestion  problems  at  Logan  Airport. 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  sen/ice 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  full  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This 
analysis  supports  the  conclusion  greater  use  of  the  regional 
airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the  sen/ice  area  of 
such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since 
demand  within  Logan  Airport's  pnmary  sen/ice  area  will 
remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other  regional  airports 
will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan 
Airport. 

While  regional  alternatives  will  relieve  traffic  growth  pressures 
at  Logan  Airport,  the  proposed  airside  improvements  are 
necessary  and  provide  clear  benefits  at  current  traffic  levels. 
These  benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail 
services  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 


Letter  145:  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association,  Cynthia  J.  Steil,  President 
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Code     Topic  1 

145.4  Regional 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Transportation  Airport 


Comment 


...Hanscom  field...  Worcester...  and  Ft.  Devens. 
....decrease  traffic  and  delays  at  Logan...  [and)  they  could 
lighten  the  traffic  on  some  of  the  most  congested 
highways  in  Boston  and  give  much  easier  access  to  air 
transportation  to  many  of  the  57%  who  live  out  side  128. 


145.5     Purpose  and  Delay 
;  Need 


Increasing  air  traffic  at  Logan  is  not  good  for  business. 
Nobody  wants  to  be  in  a  city  with  so  much  airplane  noise 
that  you  can't  carry  on  a  conversation.  Nobody  wants  to 
endure  the  traffic  congestion  on  the  Central  Artery  and  the 
laci<  of  infrastmcture  to  support  increased  air  traffic. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
sen/es  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft 
operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field 
activity  includes  private,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi 
operations  that  might  othenwise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed,  Shuttle  America,  a 
newly  founded  airiine,  began  commercial  scheduled 
operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering  limited  turboprop 
sen/ices  to  short-haul  regional  markets  -  Trenton,  Buffalo, 
Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware  (discontinued), 
and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is  also  conducting 
operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  Yori<  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  sen/ice  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  limits  (60  seat  regulation),  Massport  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a  major  general 
aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to  Logan, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airiines  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move 
a  significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a  significant  number  of 
passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston.  However,  any  new 
commercial  service  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field 
shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR 
(HGEIR)  and  its  Annual  Updates,  and  shall  be  considered  by 
the  Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen  (HATS).  Refer  to 
Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion 
of  Hanscom  Field. 

Since  1 995,  Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the 
City  of  Worcester  to  aggressively  mari<et  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  to  airiines.  Massport  increased  its 
involvement  with  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  assuming 
operational  responsibility  of  the  airport  on  January  15, 2000. 
By  its  agreement  with  the  City  of  Worcester,  Massport  could 
assume  ownership  of  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by 
2005.  On  Febaiary  1, 2000,  Delta  Connection  began  sen/ing 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  with  two  daily  nonstop  roundtrip 
flights  on  regional  jet  aircraft  to  Atlanta.  On  July  6, 2000, 
American  Eagle  began  service  to  New  Yori^  JFK  Airport  with 
three  daily  nonstop  roundtrip  flights  on  turboprop  aircraft. 
Massport  is  in  ongoing  discussions  with  other  earners 
regarding  potential  new  services  at  Worcester  Regional 
Airport.  In  addition,  MassHighway  is  analyzing  alternative 
highway  routes  that  would  improve  surface  access  from  1-90 
and  1-290  to  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  filed  an  ENF 
in  December  19991999  and  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  which  is  expected  to  be  filed  in  October  2001. 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massport's  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent 
Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 


Letter  145:  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association,  Cynthia  J.  Steii,  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Comment 

...the  areas  affected  by  the  airport  have  elevated  levels  of 
respiratory  problems  and  cancer.  These  need  to  be 
studied  further.  We  shall  urge  the  office  of  environmental 
affairs  to  do  careful  studies  of  these  health  risks. 


Response 

Massport  has  provided  the  City  of  Boston  and  public  health 
agencies  with  air  quality  and  emissions  data. 

In  January  1996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  health 
data,  including  mortality  and  morbidity  from  each 
neighborhood  in  Boston  and  cancer  incidence  data  available 
from  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health.  These 
data  indicated  that  causal  relationships  cannot  be  detemnined 
at  this  time.  A  review  of  the  1999  Report  to  the  Mayor,  Health 
of  Boston  prepared  by  the  Boston  Public  Health  Commission 
leads  to  a  similar  conclusion.  In  addition,  Massport  has 
shared  the  results  of  the  Soot  Deposition  Sfudy  with  public 
health  agencies  and  is  cooperating  with  the  Han/ard  School 
of  Public  Health  on  the  South  Boston  Particle  Source 
Apportionment  Study. 

Information  on  public  health  issues  is  provided  in  Chapter  6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  145:  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association,  Cynthia  J.  Steil,  President 


LETTER  146 


Rutomatlon 


April  7,  1999 


PRI  Automation,  Inc.,  headquartered  in  Billerica,  Massachusetts,  is  a  leading  global 
supplier  of  advanced  factory  automation  systems  and  wafer-handling  solutions  that 
enhance  the  competitiveness  of  semiconductor  manufacturers  and  OEM  equipment 
suppliers.  PRI  is  a  member  of  The  Massachusetts  High  Technology  Council,  Inc. 

PRI  Automation,  Inc.  has  been  in  Massachusetts  since  it  was  originally  founded  in  1 982 
and  currently  employs  over  500  Massachusetts  residents  out  of  a  total  of  1 200  worldwide. 
We  are  a  global  company  with  a  customer  revenue  base  and  operations  at  numerous 
locations  in  the  U.S.,  Europe  and  Asia. 

PRI  spends  on  average  $2.3  million  in  airfare  traveling  throughout  the  United  States, 
Canada,  Asia  and  Europe,  installing  and  servicing  customers'  equipment  and  traveling 
between  our  facilities  in  California,  Toronto,  Europe  and  Asia.  PRI's  travel  has  increased 
at  a  rate  of  20%  annually  and  is  expected  to  continue  at  that  rate. 

PRI  employees  take  2100  trips  per  year,  most  on  short  notice,  leaving  at  all  times  of  the 
day  and  ni^ht.  In  our  business  it  is  vital  to  meet  the  customers'  demands  all  of  which 
include  arriving  on  time  for  sales  meetings,  and  installing  and  servicing  the  equipment 
when  the  customer  needs  us  there.  Arriving  too  late  could  mean  the  loss  of  a  potential 
contract.  Efficiency  is  critical  to  our  economic  competitiveness.  As  PRI  continues  to 
strive  for  global  presence,  access  to  customers  around  the  country  and  around  the  world  is 
becoming  increasingly  important  in  order  to  remain  a  contender. 

Delays  at  Logan  Airport  have  been  a  constant  loss  to  PRI  in  business  time,  and  labor  and 
travel  costs  as  well  as  frustration  to  PRI  travelers  and  inconvenience  to  customers  visiting 
PRI  headquarters.  The  proposed  runway  will  alleviate  the  aircraft  arrival  and  departure 
delay  problem  at  Logan.  Alternative  airports  will  reduce  congestion  at  Logan  but  not  the 
delays,  which  will  continue  as  a  result  of  any  wind  related  problem.  New  England 
weather  is  bad  enough  without  adding  wind  direction  to  the  list  of  delaying  factors. 

Another  concern  of  PRI's  is  our  employee's  safety.  The  proposed  changes  will  lower 
approach  minimimis  for  Logan's  remaining  four  runways  to  industry  standards.  The 
lower  minimums  will  give  the  pilots  more  time  to  decide  whether  to  abort  a  landing. 
Reduced  minimums  will  enhance  safety  and  ease  delays  while  giving  air  traffic 
controllers  a  choice  of  runways  under  poor  weather  conditions. 


PRI  employees  have  supported  the  use  of  regional  airports  such  as  Providence  and 
Manchester  but  those  airports  do  not  meet  the  needs  of  all  PRI  travelers,  nor  do  these 
regional  airports  meet  the  needs  of  our  customer  base  who  are  worldwide.  Traveling 
from  Manchester  and  Providence  is  often  more  expensive,  requires  connections  and  flight 
options  are  insufficient.  We  support  the  use  of  these  alternative  airports  but  Logan  will 
continue  to  be  our  major  airport. 

PRI's  preferred  airline  carrier.  United  Airlines,  will  be  spending  $50  million  to  expand 
their  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  According  to  the  statistics,  Logan  Airport,  the  1 
busiest  in  the  country  had  120,000  hours  of  delays  in  1998  and  is  the  sixth  worse  airport 
for  delays  in  the  nation.  The  delays  have  been  estimated  to  cost  $310  million  to  airlines 
and  passengers.  For  the  second  time  in  two  months,  all  the  major  U.S.  airlines  have 
increased  ticket  prices  by  7%.  Preventable  delays  at  Logan  will  only  impact  negatively 
on  ticket  prices.  For  an  airline,  time  on  the  ground  is  money  lost. 

While  remaining  sympathetic  to  the  needs  of  the  neighboring  towns  of  Logan  Airport, 
PRI  Automation,  Inc.  supports  the  proposed  "delay-reduction  runway"  plan.  The  plan  is 
a  reasonable  solution  that  will  help  the  airport  operate  closer  to  its  full  potential  while 
balancing  the  interests  of  the  surrounding  communities. 


Wendy  Peters 
Travel  Manager 

PRI  Automation,  Inc. 
805  Middlesex  Turnpike 
Billerica,MA  01821 
(978)  670-4270 


Sincerely, 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  146 
PRI  Automation 
Wendy  Peters,  Travel  Manager 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

146.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

Delays  at  Logan  Airport  have  been  a  constant  loss  to  PRI 
in  business  time,  and  labor  and  travel  costs  as  well  as 
frustration  to  PRI  travelers  and  inconvenience  to 
customers  visiting  PRI  headquarters. 

Comment  noted. 

;  146.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

PRI  employees  have  supported  the  use  of  regional 
airports  such  as  Providence  and  li/lanchester  but  those 
airports  do  not  meet  the  needs  of  all  PRI  travelers,  nor  do 
these  regional  airports  meet  the  needs  of  our  customer 
base  who  are  worldwide.  Traveling  from  Manchester  and 
Providence  is  often  more  expensive,  requires  connections 
and  flight  options  are  insufficient.  We  support  the  use  of 
these  alternative  airports  but  Logan  will  continue  to  be  our 
major  airport. 

Comment  noted. 

146.3 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

While  remaining  sympathetic  to  the  needs  of  the 
neighboring  towns  of  Logan  Airport,  PRI  Automation,  Inc. 
supports  the  proposed  "delay-reduction  runway"  plan. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  146:  PRI  Automation,  Wendy  Peters,  Travel  Manager 


Provincetown  Business  Guild 
P.O.  Box  421-94 
1 15  Bradford  Street  LETTER  1 47 

Provincetown,  MA  02657 
(508)  487-2313 


22  April,  1999 


BY  OVERNIGHT  MAIL 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attn.  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street 
20th  Floor 
Boston.  MA  022025 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

Attached  please  find  a  petition  is  support  of  runway  14/32  and  in 
opposition  to  the  establishment  of  peak  period  pricing  at  Lx)gan  Airport. 
This  petition  was  circulated  at  the  Provincetown  Business  Guild  meeting 
held  on  April  14,  1999  and  signed  by  every  member  present.   In  addition 
many  non  Provincetown  Business  Guild  members  have  have  sought  me  out  to 
sign  the  petition. 

The  Provincetown  Business  Guild  is  an  association  comprised  of 
two  hundred  seventy  five  (275)  businesses  located  in  Provincetown  and  the 
lower  cape.  The  Provincetown  Business  Guild  opposes  peak  pricing  because 
it  would  end  year  round  air  service  to  Provincetown  cind  the  region.  The 
majority  of  our  members  depend  on  Cape  Air  for  year  round  air  service.  It  is 
a  vital  link  to  Boston  providing:  (a)  service  in  the  case  of  medical 
emergencies;  (b)  convenient  air  travel  for  tourists  traveling  to  Provincetown 
(our  local  economy  is  tourist  driven);  and  (c)  year  round  transportation  for 
many  individuals  whose  businesses  are  located  in  Provincetown  with  clients 
and  customers  located  elsewhere  in  the  country. 


The  Provincetown  Business  Guild  supports  the  construction  of 
proposed  runway  14/32  and  strongly  urges  you  to  prevent  the 
implementation  of  peak  period  pricing  at  Logan  now  and  at  any  time  in  the 
future.  It  is  time  to  permanently  shelve  this  idea  that  will  have  such  a 
detrimental  effect  on  the  health  safety  and  welfare  of  the  region. 


cc:.  John  C.  SUva 

Manager  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division.  ANE-600 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

Senator  Henri  Rauchenbach 
State  House  Room  315 
Boston.  MA  02133-0154 

State  Representative  Shirley  Gomes 
State  House  Room  156 
Boston.  MA  02133-1056 

Hon.  William  Delaliunt 
146  Main  Street 
Hyannis.  MA  02601 


Sincerely  yours 


Gary  Reinhardt,  President 
Provincetown  Business  Guild 


Petition  in  Support  of  Runway  14/32  and  in 
Opposition  to  Increased  Peak  Period  Pricing 


Whereas,  Provincetown  relies  on  air  service  between  Boston  and 
Provincetown  for  (a)  service  for  mediccd  needs:  (b)  convenient  air  travel  for 
tourists  visiting  Provincetown  where  tourism  is  the  primary  industry;  and 
(c)  year  round  transportation  for  many  Provincetown  and  lower  cape 
residents  whose  businesses  are  based  in  Provincetown  with  clients  and 
customers  located  elsewhere  in  the  country  or  abroad:  and 
Whereas,  proposed  runway  14/32  for  small  aircraft  will  increase  efficiency 
and  safety  at  Logan  Airport  without  increasing  either  noise  or  air  pollution 
over  any  Boston  neighborhoods:  and 

Whereas,  increased  peak  period  pricing  will  make  it  economically 
impossible  to  continue  the  Boston/Provincetown  route  to  the  detriment  of 
Provinctown's  safety  and  economy, 

WE  THE  UNDERSIGNED,  support  the  development  of  runway  14/32  and 
oppose  any  increase  in  peak  period  pricing. 


ivame  /  Aaaress 


 —  <■  ■   OlL-i' 


7.  Af- 


'^6\:^u^s^:i  ^rc...u  X.....  ci^~\-y 


Petition  in  Support  of  Runway  14/32  and  in 
Opposition  to  Increased  Peak  Period  Pricing 


Whereas,  Provincetown  relies  on  air  service  between  Boston  and 
Provincetown  for  (a)  service  for  medical  needs:  (b)  convenient  air  travel  for 
tourists  visiting  Provincetown  where  tourism  is  the  primary  industry;  and 
(c)  year  round  transportation  for  many  Provincetown  and  lower  cape 
residents  whose  businesses  are  based  in  Provincetown  with  clients  and 
customers  located  elsewhere  in  the  country  or  abroad:  and 
Whereas,  proposed  runway  14/32  for  small  aircraft  will  increase  efficiency 
and  safety  at  Logan  Airport  "Arithout  increasing  either  noise  or  air  pollution 
over  any  Boston  neighborhoods:  and 

Whereas,  increased  peak  period  pricing  will  make  it  economically 
impossible  to  continue  the  Boston/Provincetown  route  to  the  detriment  of 
Provinctown's  safety  and  economy. 

WE  THE  UNDERSIGNED,  support  the  development  of  runway  14/32  and 
oppose  any  increase  in  peak  period  pricing. 

Name  Address 


3.  ;g/>. 


C  ZC- 


4. 

5.  Adr^A.^_  hr^AV^^Ig 


'I  ( 


10.  liMTTK  I 


Petition  in  Support  of  Runway  14/32  and  in 
Opposition  to  Increased  Peak  Period  Pricing 

Whereas,  Provincetown  relies  on  air  service  between  Boston  and 
Provincetown  for  (a)  service  for  medical  needs:  (b)  convenient  air  travel  for 
tourists  visiting  Provincetown  where  tourism  is  the  primary  industry;  and 
(c)  year  round  transportation  for  many  Provincetown  and  lower  cape 
residents  whose  businesses  are  based  in  Provincetown  with  clients  and 
customers  located  elsewhere  in  the  country  or  abroad:  and 
Whereas,  proposed  runway  14/32  for  small  aircraft  will  increase  efficiency 
and  safety  at  Logan  Airport  without  increasing  either  noise  or  air  pollution 
over  any  Boston  neighborhoods:  and 

Whereas,  increased  peak  period  pricing  will  make  it  economically 
impossible  to  continue  the  Boston/Provincetown  route  to  the  detriment  of 
Provinctown's  safety  and  economy. 

WE  THE  UNDERSIGNED,  support  the  development  of  runway  14/32  and 
oppose  any  increase  in  peak  period  pricing. 

Name  Address 


3.    •  f 


l\ 


^  1  c-i. 


Petition  in  Support  of  Runway  14/32  and  in 
Opposition  to  Increased  Peak  Period  Pricing 


Whereas,  Provincetown  relies  on  air  service  between  Boston  and 
Provincetown  for  (a)  service  for  medical  needs:  (b)  convenient  air  travel  for 
tourists  visiting  Provincetown  where  tourism  is  the  primary  industry;  and 
(c)  year  round  transportation  for  many  Provincetown  and  lower  cape 
residents  whose  businesses  are  based  in  Provincetown  with  clients  and 
customers  located  elsewhere  in  the  country  or  abroad:  and 
Whereas,  proposed  runway  14/32  for  small  aircraft  will  increase  efficiency 
and  safety  at  Logan  Airport  without  Increasing  either  noise  or  air  pollution 
over  any  Boston  neighborhoods:  and 

Whereas,  increased  peak  period  pricing  will  make  it  economically 
impossible  to  continue  the  Boston/Provlncetown  route  to  the  detriment  of 
Provinctown's  safety  and  economy, 

WE  THE  UNDERSIGNED,  support  the  development  of  runway  14/32  and 
oppose  any  increase  in  peak  period  pricing. 


Name  Address 

\ 


7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 


12. 


Petition  in  Support  of  Runway  14/32  and  in 
Opposition  to  Increased  Peak  Period  Pricing 

Whereas,  Provincetown  relies  on  air  service  between  Boston  and 
Provincetown  for  (a)  service  for  medical  needs:  (b)  convenient  air  travel  for 
tourists  visiting  Provincetown  where  tourism  is  the  primary  industry:  and 
(c)  year  round  transportation  for  many  Provincetown  and  lower  cape 
residents  whose  businesses  are  based  in  Provincetown  with  clients  and 
customers  located  elsewhere  in  the  country  or  abroad:  and 
Whereas,  proposed  runway  14/32  for  small  aircraft  will  increase  efficiency 
and  safety  at  Logan  Airport  without  increasing  either  noise  or  air  pollution 
over  any  Boston  neighborhoods:  and 

Whereas,  increased  peak  period  pricing  will  make  it  economically 
impossible  to  continue  the  Boston/Provincetown  route  to  the  detriment  of 
Provinctown's  safety  and  economy, 

WE  THE  UNDERSIGNED,  support  the  development  of  runway  14/32  and 
oppose  any  increase -in^peak  period  pricing. 

Name-^    n  ^  Address 


1. 


7. 

8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 


12. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  147 

Provincetown  Business  Guild 
Gary  Reinliart,  President 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


147.1 


General 
Support 


Comment 

The  Provincetown  Business  Guild  supports  the 
construction  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  and  strongly 
urges  you  to  prevent  the  implementation  of  peak  period 
pricing  at  Logan  now  and  at  any  time  in  the  future. 


Response 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  sen/ice  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  147:  Provincetown  Business  Guild,  Gary  Reinharl,  President 


Provincetown  AIDS  Support  Group 
96  Bradford  Street 
Provincetown,  MA  02657 
(508)  487-9445 


LETTER  148 


22  April,  1999 


BY  OVERNIGHT  MAIL 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attn.  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20th  Floor 

Boston.  MA  022025 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

The  Provincetown  AIDS  Support  Group  wishes  to  express  its  support 
of  runway  14/32  and  opposition  to  the  establishment  of  peak  period  pricing 
at  Logan  Airport. 


The  Provincetown  AIDS  Support  Group  has  over  260  clients. 


many  of  whom  depend  on  Cape  Air  for  fast  transportation  to  Boston  Medical 
services.  We  oppose  peak  pricing  because  it  would  end  year  round  air 
service  to  Provincetown  and  the  region.   It  is  a  vital  link  to  Boston  providing 
air  service  in  the  case  of  medical  emergencies.  There  is  no  substitute 
service  available  to  our  clients. 

The  Provincetown  AIDS  Support  Group  supports  the  construction  of 
proposed  runway  14/32  and  strongly  urges  you  to  prevent  the 
implementation  of  peak  period  pricing  at  Logan  now  and  at  any  time  in  the 
future.  It  is  time  to  permanently  shelve  this  idea  that  will  have  such  a 
detrimental  effect  on  the  health  safety  and  welfare  of  the  region. 


cc:.  John  C.  SUva 

Manager  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division.  ANE-600 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


Sincerely  yours. 


Gary  Reinhardt,  Presiden 
Board  of  Directors,  PASG 


Senator  Henri  Rauchenbach 
vState  House  Room  315 
Boston,  MA  02133-0154 

State  Representative  Shirley  Gomes 
State  House  Room  156 
Boston,  MA  02133-1056 

Hon.  William  Delahunt 
146  Main  Street 
Hyannis.  MA  02601 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  148 

Provincetown  AIDS  Support  Group 
Gary  Reinhart,  President 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

148.1 

General 
Support 

The  Provincetown  AIDS  Support  Group  wishes  to  express 
its  support  of  Runway  14/32 

Comment  noted. 

^48.2 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

We  oppose  peal<  pricing  because  it  would  end  year  round 
air  sen/ice  to  Provincetown  and  the  region. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

Letter  148:  Provincetown  Aids  Support  Group,  Gary  Reinhart,  President 
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Tel  978-3r.9-1920 

F«x  978.3f.9. 1918 

E-miiii:  chi.utQiLx.Detcoco.coai 


Jay  Wickcrsham 
Director 
MEPA  Unit 

Executive  Office  of  EnvironmentaJ  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street  20^  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

April  22,  1999 


Please  find  enclosed,  several  suggestions  for  Logan  mitigation  as  put  forward  by  Save 
Our  Heritage.  I  have,  as  we  discussed  late  last  month,  forwarded  a  copy  of  the 
suggestions  onto  Chuck  Anastas  for  his  information.  Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me 
if  you  have  any  questions. 


Jay: 


Smccrcly 


Chester  G.  Atkins 

Director 

ADS  Ventures 


cc:  Chuck  Anastas 


Mitigation  Strategies  for  Logan  as  Proposed  by  Save  Our  Heritage  -  a  community  group 


The  most  challenging  and  pressing  issue  facing  Massport  with  regards  to  Logan  airpon  is 
the  issue  of  noise  pollution.  Indeed,  this  is  an  issue  that  effects  any  community  in  the 
country  that  "hosts"  aa  airport.  In  order  to  address  this  issue,  Massport  should  begin  the 
FAR  Pan  161  process.  Under  the  Airport  Noise  and  Capacity  Act  of  1990,  this  is  the 
only  formal  way  an  airport  operator  can  legally  restrict  airport  noise.  If  a  FAR  Part  16 1 
proposal  for  Logan  were  to  be  accepted  by  the  FAA,  this  would  allow  for  noise 
surcharges,  limitation  on  numbers  of  operations,  limitation  on  the  ultimate  size  of  the 
airport,  or  special  flight  procedures.  Unfortunately,  no  airport  has  ever  had  a  Part  161 
proposal  accepted  by  the  FAA.  In  fact,  the  FAA  has  made  it  clear  that  they  do  not  intend 
to  accept  a  Part  161  proposal.  However,  this  is  really  the  only  binding  way  to  control 
Logan  growth.  Through  coordinate  and  combined  energy  of  the  community,  the  state 
and  legislators,  there  may  even  be  the  possibility  of  establishing  breakthrough  and 
instigating  change  at  the  national  level. 

An  Airport  noise  taskforce  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
should  be  created.  The  mission  of  the  taskforce  should  be  as  follows: 

1)  Review  all  current  Massachusetts  environmental  regulations  with  respect  to  noise 

2)  Review  the  work  of  other  states  and  countries  in  the  area  of  airport  noise  regtilation 

3)  Propose  state  standards  for  measurement  of  noise  and  noise  impact 

4)  Develop  and  propose  a  section  in  the  MEPA  regulations  related  to  noise 

5)  Make  recommendations  defining  the  objectives  of  any  Logan  FAR  Part  161  Proces:. 

6)  Make  recommendations  on  the  content  of  the  noise  discussions  in  the  next  Logan 
GHR 

The  task  force  would  consist  of  recognized  noise  experts  from  both  the  public  and  pri>  ate 
sectors  who  are  recognized  for  their  objectivity.  Additionally,  to  gain  the  support  and 
confidence  of  the  citizens  the  task  force  should  include  community  activists. 

Massport  should  work  with  the  state  to  develop  a  strategy  to  move  traffic  from  the  air  to 
other  forms  of  transportation  and  truly  build  a  regional,  intermodal  system.  In  particular, 
the  new  high-speed  rail  system  offers  an  excellent  opportunity  for  Massport.  Massport 
could: 

1)  Subsidizing  and  or  build  parking  for  rail  stations 

2)  Advertise  in  support  of  high  speed  rail 


3)  Facilitate  access  to  rail  stations  through  other  fonns  of  public  transportation 

4)  Place  a  surcharge  on  air  operations  that  offer  service  to  areas  serviced  by  high  speed 
rail.  This  would  encourage  the  use  of  rail  over  the  use  of  air  for  short  haul  trips  and  cue 
down  on  the  amount  of  traffic  in  and  out  of  Logan. 

The  Governor  should  set  a  timetable  of  10  years  for  a  "balanced  airport  noise  trade"  with 
our  adjacent  states  and  direct  Massport  to  accomplish  this.  A  study  of  people  who  conie 
to  Logan  from  New  Hampshire  and  Rhode  Island  will  show  that  Logan  is  still  carrying  a 
significant  and  disproportionate  load  of  out-of-state  passengers.  A  regional  program 
should  be  developed  so  that  each  state  is  carrying  its  share  of  the  aviation  traffic  load. 
Massachusetts  should  not  be  a  "net  importer"  of  aviation  noise  pollution,  as  it  has  been 
for  the  past  20  plus  years.  This  corresponds  to  a  very  real  and  meaningful  shift  of  the 
noise  burden.  Although  this  could  be  built  into  a  mitigation  plan  for  Logan  and  propo:-cd 
by  Massport  in  the  EIR,  it  would  be  a  great  opportunity  for  the  Governor  to  show  that  the 
state  understands  citizens'  concerns  and  is  prepared  to  demonstrate  leadership  on  this 
issue. 

Massport  and  the  state  should  support  and  facilitate  the  Rt.  3  North  construction  project 
Rt  3  North  congestion  is  the  primary  barrier  to  the  use  the  Manchester  Airport.  New 
Hampshire  has  made  improvements  on  its  section  of  Rt.  3.  If  the  Massachusetts  section 
of  Rt.  3  were  improved  and  the  New  Hampshire  tolls  removed  Manchester  would  become 
a  dependable  and  preferred  option  for  many  travelers.  The  use  of  Manchester  for 
commuter  flights  by  Massachusetts 's  travelers  could  offset  the  use  of  Xx)gan  for 
international  and  long-range  flights  by  New  Hampshire  travelers. 

Massport  should  use  whatever  legal  techniques  are  available  to  ensure  that  quieter  aircraft 
use  Logan.  If  possible,  carriers  should  be  discouraged  from  using  Stage  2  aircraft  that 
have  been  "hushkitted"  to  Stage  3.  These  aircraft  are  much  louder  than  true  Stage  3 
aircrafL  This  will  be  challenging,  such  "discrimination"  is  prohibited  by  Federal 
regulation.  However,  there  may  be  creative  ways  for  Massport  to  "encourage"  operators 
to  not  use  hushkitted  aircrafL  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  currently  the  European  Union 
is  working  to  ban  the  use  of  hushkitted  aircraft  in  European  airports. 

Massport  require  the  publication  of  the  names  of  users  of  hushlcitted  aircraft,  other  loud 
aircraft,  or  late  night  operations.  Additionally,  a  public  monthly  report  of  number  of 
infractions  by  carrier  should  be  published.  These  reports  should  explain  the  extra  noise 
impact  of  these  operations.  This  would  allow  the  public  to  put  pressure  on  the  operators. 
However,  Massport  is  under  extreme  pressure  not  to  do  this  by  the  operators.  This  is  .in 
issue  of  disclosure,  which  could  fall  under  the  auspices  of  MEPA,  and  the  Office  of 
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EnviroDjnental  Affairs,  MEPA  and  OEA  could  require  that  this  be  done  as  part  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  HR-  In  this  way,  the  communities  could  vent  their  frustration  to  the  = 

appropriate  parities,  the  worst  offenders.  This  could  have  a  very  real  effect  on  the 
behavior  of  the  operators,  and  it  would  also  circumnavigate  FAA  regulations.  The 
communities  could  focus  on  the  operators  instead  of  on  Massport  and  effect  change 
through  market  pressure. 

Massport.  the  Governor,  and  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  should  put  in  a 
formal  request,  in  the  form  of  an  open  letter,  to  the  FAA  regarding  the  proposed  Stage  4 
program  for  the  next  generation  of  quieter  aircrafL  TTiis  letter  should  explain  that 
communities  can  no  longer  accept  the  noise  of  airports  and  the  forecasted  growth  of 
airports  can  not  go  forward  without  Stage  4  mitigation.  A  timetable  for  the  development 
and  deployment  of  Stage  4  aircraft  by  the  airline  industry  should  be  demanded. 

Today,  local  officials  are  seen  as  attempting  to  protect  citizens  from  airport  noise.  The 
state,  rightly  or  wrongly,  is  viewed  as  a  creator  of  airport  noise.  The  Governor  and  the 
Secretary  of  Environmental  affairs  need  to  establish  a  position  of  leadership  on  the  issue 
of  protection  from  noise.  This  can  and  should  be  done  through  both  the  EIR  process  and 
through  unilateral  leadership  initiatives  from  the  Governor  and  the  Secretary. 

Save  Our  Heritage 
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Code 
149.1 


Topic  1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 


149.2 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2  Comment 

FAA/NEPA      :  Massporl  should  begin  the  FAR  Part  161  process.  Under 
the  Airport  Noise  and  Capacity  Act  of  1990,  this  is  the  only 
fonnal  way  an  airport  operator  can  legally  restrict  airport 
noise. 

MEPA  !  An  Airport  noise  taskforce  under  the  direction  of  the 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  should  be  created. 


Response 

l\^assport  prefers  to  exhaust  all  available  measures  on  a 
voluntary  basis  rather  than  embark  on  a  FAR  Part  161  Study. 
To  date  no  commercial  airport  has  been  able  to  get  FAA 
approval  for  a  noise  mie  under  the  provisions  of  the 
regulation. 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review 
process  dunng  the  preparation  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR.  Public  comments  were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it 
was  filed  during  the  summer  of  1 995.  In  the  fall  of  1 995, 
several  public  scoping  sessions  were  held  to  provide 
community  input  to  the  subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes 
for  the  project.  To  assure  that  the  Airside  analysis  was 
conducted  with  awareness  and  input  from  all  concerned 
parties,  the  Massport  Board  established  the  Airside  Review 
Committee  (ARC),  which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory 
Committee  (with  representatives  from  24  communities 
surrounding  Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry 
organizations.  Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants 
for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to 
professionally  assess  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the 
Airside  Study.  Between  1995  and  1999,  Massport  held 
16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an  additional  15  meetings  with 
just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings  with  the 
CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made 
29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent 
Logan  Airport's  neighboring  communities,  and  Massport  held 
45  meetings  with  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching 
an  audience  of  more  than  3,000  people.  During  the  public 
comment  period  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the 
FAA  held  two  public  heanngs. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  ttie  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropnate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key 
letters  written  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a 
senes  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the 
Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 


Letter  149:  Save  our  Heritage,  c/o  ADS  Ventures,  Inc.,  Chester  G.  Atkins 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


;  149.3  ; 

Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger  Rail 

Massport  should  w/ork  with  the  state  to  develop  a  strategy 
to  move  traffic  from  the  air  to  other  forms  of  transportation 
and  truly  build  a  regional,  interrmodal  system.  In 
particular,  the  new  high-speed  rail  system  offers  an 
excellent  opportunity  for  t^/lassport. 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that  1 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-temn 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  full  use  of  other  options,  including  i 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York,  i 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside 
Prniprt  Draft  FIS/FIR  and  thp  Siinnlpmpntal  DFIS/FFIR  Thi<;  ' 
analysis  supports  the  conclusion  greater  use  of  the  regional 
airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the  sen/ice  area  of 
such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since  : 
demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary  service  area  will 
remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other  regional  airports 
will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan 
Airport. 

149.4 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

The  Governor  should  set  a  timetable  of  10  years  for  a 
"balanced  airport  noise  trade"  with  our  adjacent  states  and 
direct  Masspon  to  accomplish  this.  A  regional  program 
should  be  developed  so  that  each  state  is  carrying  its 
share  of  the  aviation  traffic  load.  Massachusetts  should 
not  be  a "  net  importer"  of  aviation  noise  pollution,  as  it 
has  been  for  the  past  20  plus  years. 

This  is  a  matter  for  the  United  States  Congress  and  individual  ; 
state  legislatures. 

149.5 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Masspon  and  the  state  should  support  and  facilitate  the 
Rt.  3  North  construction  project  (because]  Rt.  3  North 
congestion  is  the  primary  barner  to  the  use  the 
Manchester  Airport. 

Comment  noted. 

149.6 

Noise 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

Massport  should  use  whatever  legal  techniques  are 
available  to  ensure  that  quieter  aircraft  use  Logan.  If 
possible,  earners  should  be  discouraged  from  using  Stage 
2  aircraft  that  have  been  "hushkitted"  to  Stage  3. 

Massport  commits  to  begin  discussions  with  the  FAA  with  the  I 
goal  of  instituting  restrictions,  either  locally  or  nationally,  on 
the  use  of  hushkitted  Stage  3  aircraft  at  Logan  Airport. 

149.7 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

[MEPA  should  require)  Massport  [to  publish]...  the  names 
of  users  of  hushkitted  aircraft,  other  loud  aircraft,  or  late 
night  operations.  Additionally,  a  public  monthly  report  of 
number  infractions  by  carrier  should  be  published.  These 
reports  should  explain  the  extra  noise  impact  of  these 
operations. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  149.6. 

149.8 

Noise 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

Massport,  the  Governor,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  should  put  in  a  formal  request,  in 
the  form  of  an  open  letter,  to  the  FAA  regarding  the 
proposed  Stage  4  program  for  the  next  generation  of 
quieter  aircraft. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 49.6. 
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The  Seaport  Alliance  for  a  Neigtiborhood  Design  (SAND) 
300  Summer  Street    Boston  MA     02210  617-423-4299 
www.  bostonseaport.  com 


April  22,  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  St.  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:  EIS/EIR  #10458  —  Logan  Airside  Improvements 
Dear  Secretary: 

The  Seaport  Alliance  for  a  Neighborhood  Design  is  a  community  group  based 
in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  neighborhood  of  South  Boston.  Our  members, 
including  many  Boston-area  residents  and  business  owners,  have  advocated  for 
the  planning  of  a  "neighborhood"  in  the  South  Boston  Seaport  District.  A 
chronicle  of  this  effort  is  documented  on  our  website  at 
www. bos  tonseaport.com. 

We  are  addressing  the  Massport  EIR  for  Logan  Airside  Improvements  (#10458) 
by  discussing  the  long-term  impacts  of  Logan  expansion  on  the  South  Boston 
waterfront  —  an  area  slated  to  emerge  as  a  wonderfully  vibrant  neighborhood 
over  the  next  30  years.  The  South  Boston  waterfront  is  geographically  the  most 
severely  impacted  area  —  a  future  pedestrian  friendly  environment  now- 
imperiled  by  the  proposed  tripling  in  capacity  of  Logan  Runway  27. 

South  Boston  Seaport  District  —  A  Gem  in  the  path  of  Runway  27 

Surprisingly,  economic  and  environmental  impacts  on  the  South  Boston 
Seaport  District  have  not  been  presented  by  Massport.  This  tract  of  land, 
roughly  4-5  times  larger  than  Boston's  North  End,  is  projected  by  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority's  recendy  published  Public  Realm  Plan  to  emerge  as 
a  dense  urban  residential  and  commercial  neighborhood  over  the  next  30 
years.  Outdoor  elements  of  the  waterfront  plan  already  under  way  include 
harborwalk,  harbortrail  (bike  path),  a  Fan  Pier  outdoor  skating  rink,  tidal 
pool  and  many  harbor-based  leisure  activides.  The  Fan  Pier  buildout  alone  is 
projected  at  $20  billion  —  much  of  it  made  possible  by  public  investment  in 
infrastructure. 
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Taxpayers  have  invested  $4  billion  into  Seaport  District  infrastructure  and  S4 
billion  into  harbor  cleanup,  and  should  expect  a  long-term  return  on  these 
investments.  A  large  number  of  these  taxpayers,  including  all  of  our  members, 
have  dedicated  a  personal  effort  in  attending  hundreds  of  various  meetings 
with  the  City  of  Boston,  the  BRA,  City  Council,  community  leaders,  the  MBTA, 
the  BTD,  landowners,  developers,  towards  achieving- a  successful  master  plan  (cont.) 
for  the  South  Boston  waterfront.  At  none  of  the  hundreds  of  planning 
meetings  attended  by  SAND  core  members  —  even  with  Massport,  was  a 
mention  or  consideration  of  an  increase  in  flights  departing  from  Runway  27. 

Most  unfortunately,  the  South  Boston  Seaport  District  is  not  yet  inhabited  by 
the  tens  of  thousands  of  residents,  workers  and  pedestrians  projected  in  the 
BRA  Master  Plan,  those  most  adversely  affected  by  the  tripling  of  capacity  of 
runway  27  to  56,000  departures  per  year.  We  at  SAND  remain  vigilant  on  behalf 
of  our  future  neighbors. 

The  Massachusetts  Visitors'  Bureau  and  the  Massachusetts  Convention  Center 
Authority  contend  that  the  proposed  changes  to  the  airport  will  aid  the  South 
Boston  Seaport  District  by  bringing  in  conventioneers.  These  cheerleaders  for 
tourists  and  conventioneers  are  well-meaning,  yet  indefensible  —  the  Boston 
Convention  Center  occupies  a  60  acre  parcel  out  of  800  acres  of  developable 
area.  The  Seaport  District  of  South  Boston  has  never  been  dedicated  to  the 
import  and  management  of  tourists,  but  rather  to  the  service  and  livelihood  of 
all  denizens  of  the  City.  Furthermore,  the  impact  of  plane  flights  on  the  1  50  2 

pedestrian  environment  evolving  around  the  Convention  Center  (much  to  the 
benefit  of  conventioneers)  has  not  been  studied  by  the  MCCA,  nor  do  we 
expect  pedestrian  impacts  to  be  provided  your  office  in  their  commenLs  on  this 
EIS/EIR. 

SAND  continues  to  stress  that  the  success  of  the  South  Boston  Seaport  District 
will  be  in  its  ability  to  evolve  as  a  mixed-use  district  for  living  and  working  — 
not  as  a  pedestrian-unfriendly  environment  with  planes  roaring  5(){)  -  600  feet 
overhead.  Massport  —  an  agency  that  has  squandered  land-banking 
opportunities  within  its  own  Seaport  District-based  Marine  Industrial  Park  (or 
the  sake  of  short-term  revenue  generation,  is  seemingly  incognizant  of  the 
economic  opportunities  to  benefit  Massachusetts  over  decades  to  come. 
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Massport's  systematic  expansion  of  Logan  Airport 

Massport  asserts  that  this  proposal  will  reduce  delays  caused  by  wind  patterns. 
Logically,  one  must  ask  why  delays  have  been  worsening  over  the  past  10-15 
years.  Here,  Massport  does  not  contend  that  delays  have  increased  as  a  result  of 
wind  patterns.  Delays  increase  because  Massport  haS  systematically 
overburdened  its  runways.  Massport's  modus  operandi  for  expansion  has  been 
to  seek  approval  at  a  stated  capacity,  continue  to  exceed  the  capacity  to  a 
breaking  point  and  then  to  state  a  new  objective  to  alleviate  its  problems. 

In  fact,  delays  have  worsened  due  to  Massport's  unwillingness  to  balance 
supply  and  demand  for  air  travel.  If  passengers  were  able  to  fly  for  free,  would 
Massport  be  expecting  its  airports  to  continue  to  meet  demand? 

We  would  suggest  that  delays  would  be  reduced,  now  and  in  the  future,  by 
regulating  supply  and  demand  for  air  travel.  Business  and  leisure  travel  has 
increased  during  the  current  economic  boon  and  will  certainly  decrease  as  the 
economy  stabilizes  or  if  ticket  prices  are  raised  during  peak  periods. 

Massport  has  not  met  reasonable  Community  Obligations 

Although  Massport  is  well  aware  of  our  community  group  (based  in  South 
Boston's  historic  Fort  Point  Channel  neighorbood)  Massport  has  not  held  a 
single  meeting  in  this  area  for  the  benefit  of  property  owners,  residents, 
businesses.  The  Fort  Point  Channel  neighborhood,  home  to  the  Childrens' 
Museum  and  New  England's  highest  density  population  of  artists  and  creative 
professionals,  is  the  starting  point  and  most  significandy  impacted 
neighborhood  affected  by  Runway  27. 

Flights  pass  over  the  Fort  Point  Channel  neighborhood  along  A  Street  at 
altitudes  of  approximately  500-800  feet,  yet  no  decibel  or  emissions  testing  has 
been  performed  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  area. 
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Massport's  Concerted  Campaign  of  Obfuscation 


Massport's  EIR  and  public  relations  campaign  have  been  devoid  of  relevant 
information  for  the  layperson  to  assess  impact. 

Massport  has  portrayed  this  EIR  as 

1)  a  delay  reduction  program 

2)  a  plan  to  move  air  traffic  over  the  harbor  with  a  unidirectional 
runway  1 50  7 

3)  an  economic  necessity  for  Massachusetts 

None  of  these  portrayals  are  entirely  truthful  or  substantiated  by  the  EIR/EIS. 
Considering  the  potential  for  increased  capacity  at  Logan  with  an  additional 
runway  (backed  by  precedent),  this  plan  is  much  more  than  a  delay  reducdon 
program.  And  considering  the  major  land-based  shifts  in  traffic  on  runways  22L, 
22R  and  27,  the  proposal  is  not  a  harbor  move. 

Although  we  accept  that  expansion  at  Logan  would  have  a  positive  impact  on 
the  Massachusetts  economy,  we  do  not  believe  the  posidve  benefit  of  this 
particular  proposal  outweighs  its  tangible  burdens.  Despite  the  vocal  chorus  of 
business  leaders  supporting  the  runway  plan,  none  have  embarked  on  1  Q 

providing  an  assessment  of  the  long-term  impacts  to  substantiate  their  lOU.O 
position. 

We  at  SAND  expect  a  thorough  economic  assessment  before  we  accept 
claims  regarding  substantial  benefit. 

As  further  evidence  of  Massport's  attempt  to  obfuscate,  the  agency  accepted 
and  used  the  skewed  results  of  a  poll  conducted  by  a  business  group  to 
demonstrate  an  "invisible  army"  of  support.  In  fact,  questions  offered  by  the 
telemarketing  firm  regarding  the  Logan  proposal  were  misleading  and 
directed  towards  supporting  the  plan. 


150.9 


We  ask  the  EOEA  to  either  consider  the  actual  questions  asked  by  these 
telemarketers,  or  to  discard  Massport's  use  of  biased  polls  and  studies. 

Finally,  it  is  important  to  note  that  Massport  worked  with  Governor  Paul 
Cellucci  during  the  EIS/EIR  comment  period,  to  secure  Worcester  Airport  ior 
future  expansion.  This  type  of  knee-jerk  planning  is  emblematic  of  Massport's 
roughshod  approach  to  solving  regional  transportauon  issues. 
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In  conclusion,  SAND  would  suggest  that  Massport  EIS/EIR  10458  is  short- 
sighted, permanently  retarding  the  progress  of  one  of  Boston's  most  notable 
long-term  planning  accomplishments  —  the  South  Boston  Seaport  District. 
This  urban  waterfront  will  evolve  over  many  decades  rather  than  in  one  or  two 
business  cycles,  and  the  EOEA  should  join  with  SAND  in  appreciation  of  it  — 
protecting  an  environment  today  that  generations  \^11  enjoy  tomorrow. 


Steve  Hollinger 
on  behalf  of: 

The  Seaport  Alliance  for  a  Neighborhood  Design  (SAND) 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  150 
The  Seaport  Alliance  for  a 
Neighborhood  Design(SAND) 

Steve  Hollinger 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


150.1 

Noise 

Impacts 

The  South  Boston  waterfront  is  geographically  the  most 
severely  impacted  area...[T]he  tens  of  thousands  of 
residents,  workers  and  pedestrians  projected  in  the  BRA 
ivlaster  Plan[are]... those  most  adversely  affected  by  the 
tripling  of  capacity  of  Runway  27  to  56,000  departures  per 
year. 

Winthrop  is  actually  the  most  severely  affected  by  high  noise 
exposure  levels,  now  and  in  the  future  regardless  of  which 
alternative  is  implemented.  However,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  will  provide  some  noise  benefit  to  Winthrop,  as 
well  as  to  parts  of  East  Boston  and  Revere  that  are  also 
exposed  to  higher  noise  levels  than  South  Boston. 

150.2 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

Public  Process 

...[Vine  impact  of  plane  flights  on  the  pedestrian 
environment  evolving  around  the  Convention  Center 
(much  to  the  benefit  of  conventioneers)  has  not  been 
studied  by  the  MCCA,  nor  do  we  expect  pedestrian 
impacts  to  be  provided  your  office  in...[MCCA's] 
comments  on  this  EIS/EIR. 

Comment  noted. 

150.3 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

Delays  increase  because  Massport  has  systematically 
overtDurdened  its  runways.  Massport's  modus  operandi  for 
expansion  has  been  to  seek  approval  at  a  stated  capacity, 
continue  to  exceed  the  capacity  to  a  breaking  point  and 
then  to  state  a  new  objective  to  alleviate  its  problems. 

I^leither  Massport  nor  tfie  FAA  has  a  program  to  increase 
passenger  demand  at  Logan  Airport.  Rather,  the  objective  of 
both  organizations  is  to  accommodate  demand  safely  and 
efficiently.  The  recommended  Airside  Project  is  intended  to 
enable  Logan  Airport  to  accommodate  current  and 
future  aircraft  activity  with  minimum  delay.  The  constaiction  of 
Runway  14/32  would  significantly  reduce  delays  assxiated 
with  northwest  wind  conditions,  but  would  not  be  expected  to 
induce  additional  aircraft  traffic  or  passenger  activity  at 
Logan  Airport.  Refer  also  refer  to  Section  4.2.  The  availability  of 
Runway  14/32  is  projected  to  produce  a  small  improvement  in 
air  quality  from  improved  efficiency  of  airfield  operations. 

150.4 

Alternatives 

Other  Non- 

Constojction 
Altematives 

We  would  suggest  that  delays  would  be  reduced,  now  and 
in  the  future,  by  regulating  supply  and  demand  for  air 
travel. 

Federal  constitutional  provisions,  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to 
Federal  Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  prevent 

Massport  from  any  control  over  airiine  rates,  routes,  and 
schedules.  Congress  has  specifically  forbidden 
airport  operators  from  exercising  any  discnminatory  action 
against  any  class  of  airport  users.  Major  factors  in 
airiine  competition  are  frequency  of  sen/ice  and  number  of 
mart<ets  served,  and  Massport  has  no  ability  to  force  airiines 
to  consolidate  or  eliminate  flights  to  influence  load  factor  or 
aircraft  size. 
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Code 
150.5 


Topic  1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 

Public  Process 


Comment 


Massport  has  not  held  a  single  meeting  in.. .[The  Fort 
Point  Channel]  area  for  the  benefit  of  property  owners, 
residents,  business. 


150.6 


Cumulative 
Impacts 


Noise,  Air 
Quality 


...no  decibel  or  emissions  testing  has  been  performed  in 
the  Fort  Point  Channel  area. 


150.7 


Purpose  and 
Need 


Delay 


Massport  has  portrayed  this  EIR  as 

1 .  a  delay  reduction  program 

2.  a  plan  to  move  air  traffic  over  the  harbor  with  a 
unidirectionaly  mnway 

3  an  economic  necessity  for  Massachusetts 

Considering  the  potential  for  increasing  capacity  at  Logan 
with  an  additional  runway....  this  plan  is  much  more  than  a 
delay  reduction  program.  And  considering  the  major  land- 
based  sh\hs  in  traffic  on  runway  22L,  22R  and  27,  the 
proposal  is  not  a  harbor  move. 


Response 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review 
process  during  the  preparation  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR.  Public  comments  were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it 
was  filed  during  the  summer  of  1995.  In  the  fall  of  1995, 
several  public  scoping  sessions  were  held  to  provide 
community  input  to  the  subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes 
for  the  project.  To  assure  that  the  Airside  analysis  was 
conducted  with  awareness  and  input  from  all  concemed 
parties,  the  Massport  Board  established  the  Airside  Review 
Committee  (ARC),  which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory 
Committee  (with  representatives  from  24  communities 
surrounding  Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry 
organizations.  Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants 
for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to 
professionally  assess  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the 
Airside  Study.  Between  1995  and  1999,  Massport  held 
16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an  additional  15  meetings  with 
just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings  with  the 
CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made 
29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent 
Logan  Airport's  neighbonng  communities,  and  Massport  held 
45  meetings  with  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching 
an  audience  of  more  than  3,000  people.  During  the  public 
comment  period  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the 
FAA  held  two  public  hearings. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EiS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate 
bacl<ground,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key 
letters  written  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a 
series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the 
Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 

Massport  has  a  permanent  noise  monitor  installed  in  South 
Boston  at  B  and  Bolton  Streets  not  far  from  Fort  Point 
Channel.  It  is  referred  to  as  Site  2  in  numerous  tables  and  in 
text  throughout  the  document  and  is  used  as  one  of  the  23 
specific  points  at  which  many  supplemental  noise  calculations 
are  made. 


The  Preferred  Alternative  is  a  delay  reduction  program  that 
promotes  the  efficiency  and  safety  of  airfield  operations  at 
Logan  Airport.  Runway  14/32  enhances  operating  efficiency 
by  providing  a  third  available  runway  in  weather  conditions 
that  require  northwest-southeast  operations.  Similar 
three-runway  configurations  exist  for  all  other  operating 
directions.  Runway  14/32  would  not  expand  the  overall 
capacity  of  the  airport,  since  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating 
capacity  of  120  operations  per  hour,  which  is  available 
approximately  80  percent  of  the  year,  is  maintained  with 
Runway  14/32.  Massport  is  committed  to  ensuring  that  the 
airfield  continues  to  function  as  efficiently  as  possible.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  achieves  this  goal  responsibly. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


\  150.8 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

Although  we  accept  that  expansion  at  Logan  would  have 
a  positive  impact  on  the  Massachusetts  economy,  we  do 
not  believe  the  positive  benefit  of  this  particular  proposal 
outweighs  its  tangible  burdens. 

We  at  SAND  expect  a  thorough  economic  assessment 
before  we  accept  claims  regarding  substantial  benefit. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  documents  comply  with  all  applicable  NEPA  and 
MEPA  requirements.  A  cost  benefit  analysis  is  not  required 
by  federal  or  state  law  and  would  not  provide  appropriate 
context.  Cost  information  mentioned  in  the  Airside  F'roject 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  is  intended 
to  provide  analytic  context. 

150.9 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

Public  Process 

[Massport]  accepted  and  used  the  skewed  results  of  a  poll 
conducted  by  a  business  group  to  demonstrate  an 
"invisible  army"  of  support... [QJuestions  offered  by  the 
telemarketing  firm  regarding  the  Logan  proposal  were 
misleading  and  directed  toward  supporting  the  plan. 

We  ask  the  EOEA  to  either  consider  the  actual  questions 
asked  by  these  telemarketers,  or  to  discard  Massport's 
use  of  biased  polls  and  studies. 

Comment  noted. 
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A  Law  Office  of  HOLLAND  &  KNIGHT  LLP 


One  Beacon  Street 

Boston.  Massactiusetts  02108 


-  K£nnethP.Brier 
(617)573-5872 
kbrier@hkIaw.cora 


LETTER 


617-523-2700 
FAX  617-523-6850 
ww*.hklaw  com 


April  12,  1999 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
ATTN:  NAPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20*^  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 


Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 


I  would  like  to  add  ray  voice  in  support  of  the  Logan  Modernization  project 
(including  runway  14/32). 

As  I  think  a  recent  article  in  the  Boston  Globe  amply  demonstrated,  the  alternatives  to 
Logan  Modernization  -  including  expansion  of  Hanscom  Airport  and  other  regional  facilities 
-  either  are  not  viable  or  will  not  be  sufficient  by  themselves.  While  I  do  not  discount  the 
importance  of  other  transportation  measures,  such  as  expansion  of  airports  in  Worcester, 
New  Bedford,  Providence  and  Manchester  and  the  introduction  of  a  high-speed  rail  link  to 
New  York,  I  think  that  the  continuation  of  improvements  to  Logan  Airport  is  essential  to  the 
local  economy.  In  the  absence  of  such  improvement,  the  problem  of  delays  are  bound  to  get 
worse.  This  would  result  in  inconvenience  to  millions  of  air  travelers  in  the  Boston  area,  as 
well  as  the  loss  of  millions  of  dollars  to  the  local  economy  and  the  loss  of  opportunity  for 
further  jobs  for  the  local  workforce. 


Very  truly  yours. 


SHERBURNE,  POWERS, 
HOLLAND  &  KNIGHT 


Kenneth  P.  Brier 


KPB/dmr 
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Letter  151 

Sherburne,  Powers,  Holland  &  Knight  Law  Offices 

Kenneth  P.  Brier 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

151.1    ;  General 

\  1  would  like  to  add  my  voice  in  support  of  the  Logan 

Comment  noted. 

1  Support 

I  Modernization  project  (including  runway  14/32) 

Letter  151:  Sherburne,  Powers,  Holland  &  Knight  Law  Offices,  Kenneth  P.  Brier 


SLADE  GORTON  &  CO.,  INC. 


ROCKY  BAY  FISHING  CO. 


Finest  and  Widest  Line  of  Seafood  Anywhere" 


LETTER  152 


April  7,  1999 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  EOEA  No.  10458 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
MEPA  Office 

100  Cambridge  Street  20'*'  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

The  Seafood  Industry  in  New  England  has  moved  its  product  dependence  from  local 
fishing  ports  to  Logan  Airport  for  both  receipt  and  shipment  of  fresh  seafood.  With  the  decline 
in  fishing  resources  from  local  waters,  fresh  arrives  instead  from  Chile,  Iceland,  Norway, 
Canada,  etc.  Therefore,  the  Logan  Modernization  project  is  critical  for  the  economic  well  being 
of  our  businesses.  The  additional  runway  included  in  this  project  will  allow  more  air-freight 
availability  in  and  out  of  Boston,  making  importing  and  exporting  of  fresh  fish  quicker  and 
more  efficient. 

Another  benefit  of  this  modernization  is  the  improvement  of  the  Roadway  Interchange 
System  currently  being  constructed  by  the  Third  Harbor  Tuimel  and  the  Central  Artery  projects. 
Reconfiguring  the  existing  airport  exit  routes  to  a  two-level  roadway  system  will  make  the 
transport  of  cargo  to  and  from  the  airport  much  easier  and  reduce  traffic  and  congestion. 

Of  greatest  importance  to  us  is  that  the  Logan  Modernization  project  will  help  us  with 
product  availability  and  will  keep  Boston  as  the  hub  of  the  U.S.  Seafood  Industry.  Slade  Gorton 
will  then  be  competitive  in  today's  markets  and  into  the  20*^  century. 

If  I  can  provide  more  information  to  you  please  contact  me  at  617-442-5800. 


Sincerely, 


Wally  Stevens 
President 


WS/rp 
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Letter  152 
Slade  Gorton  &  Co.,  Inc. 
Wally  Stevens,  President 


Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

The  Logan  Modernization  project  is  critical  for  the 
economic  well  being  of  our  businesses.  The  additional 
1  runway  included  in  this  project  will  allow  more  air-freight 
1  availability  in  and  out  of  Boston,  making  importing  and 
1  exporting  of  fresh  fish  quicker  and  more  efficient. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  152:  Slade  Gorton  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Wally  Stevens,  President 


The  South  Boston  Environmental  Health  Watch 

c/o  South  Boston  Public  Health  Initiative 
409  West  Broadway 
South  Boston,  IMA  021 27 
Voice  617.464.7664  Fax  617.464.7693 


Bob  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs,  Attention:  MEPA  Office 
Arthur  Pugsley.  IV  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street  -  20th  floor 
Boston,  Ma  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Durand, 

The  South  Boston  Environmental  Health  Watch  is  a  group  of  residents  that  works 
with  the  support  of  the  South  Boston  Health  Center's  Public  Health  Initiative  to  research 
and  address  environmental  factors  that  threaten  community  health.  We  are  particularly 
concerned  with  air  quality  as  South  Boston  residents  experience  higher  than  expected 
rates  of  chronic  obstructive  respiratory  diseases,  cardiovascular  disease,  and  some 
cancers  including  lung  cancer.  All  of  these  diseases  are  worsened  by  air  pollution. 

Consequently,  we  are  troubled  by  the  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Planning 
Project.  Although  the  report  proposes  development  at  Logan  to  reduce  aircraft  delays, 
the  premise  of  the  entire  report  supports  growth  at  Logan..  We  are  concerned  that 
increased  flights  at  Logan  will  translate  to  further  degradation  of  air  quality  in  the 
communities  closest  to  Logan  both  from  aircraft  departures  and  takeoffs  as  well  as  from 
the  associated  ground  traffic. 

Massport  claims  that  increased  air  traffic  is  needed  to  support  local  business, 
industry,  and  tourism.  These  needs  will  be  increased  as  the  Convention  Center  and 
Seaport  District  are  developed.  Our  concern  is  that  our  community  and  other  urban 
neighborhoods  will  bear  the  consequences  of  worsening  air  quality  from  increased  road 
traffic  bringing  people  and  supplies  to  the  Seaport  District  as  well  as  from  increased 
aircraft  activity. 

We,  therefore,  urge  you  to  consider  the  cumulative  effects  of  all  sources  of 
increased  air  quality  degradation  to  the  South  Boston  and  other  surrounding 
communities,  already  at  high  risk,  that  will  be  most  impacted  by  growth  at  Logan. 


April  22,  199<. 


Sincerely 


The  Undersigned 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Punning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  153 

The  South  Boston  Environmental  Health  Watch 


Code     Topic  1 


153.1    :  Public  Health 


Topic  2 

Effects 


Comment 


We  are  concerned  that  increased  flights  at  Logan  will 
translate  to  further  degradation  of  air  quality  in  the 
communities  closest  to  Logan  both  from  aircraft 
departures  and  takeoff  as  from  the  associated  ground 
traffic. 


Response 

The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  indicate 
better  air  quality  conditions  with  Runway  14/32  and  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  than  with  the  No  Action  Altemative. 


Letter  153;  The  South  Boston  Environmental  Health  Watch 


^quantum  Communitp  Ssfsfotiation 
136  ^tanbifl*)  a^ain 
g>qumttum  02171 


LETTER  154 


April  7.  1999 


State  Representative  Bruce  Ayers 
65  Williams  Street 
No.  Quincy  MA  02171 

Dear  Bruce; 

The  Squantum  Community  Assodation  has  many  concerns  regarding  the  proposed 
additional  runway  at  Logan  Airport. 

1.  The  first  concern  is  the  Quality  of  Life  in  Squantum.  Currently  we  are  affected 
by  the  noise  from  the  airport.  It  is,  however,  at  the  present  time  a  concern,  but 
due  to  previous  negotiations  it  is  a  controlled  effect.  The  evening  flight  paths  do 
not  bring  flights  over  the  Squantum  area.  The  possibility  of  the  increase  of 
flights,  especially  over  Squantum  will  also  increase  the  noise  level. 

2.  The  discharge  from  the  airplanes  is  a  great  concern  to  our  residents.  As  flights 
increase  so  will  the  discharge  and  the  potential  for  pollutants  to  fall  from  the  sky. 

3.  The  flight  pattern  that  will  increase  any  traffic  over  Moon  Island  is  of  serious 
concern  to  our  residents.  The  planes  will  be  at  an  altitude  lower  than  the  1000 
feet  which  is  needed  in  order  to  maintain  safety.  A  misfired  bullet  could  hit  the 
fuel  tank  of  a  low  flying  plane.  Since  these  planes  will  have  full  fuel  tanks,  a 
disaster  is  sure  to  follow. 

4.  Very  little  has  been  done  to  prepare  the  South  Shore  and  the  Squantum 
Community  for  the  impending  runway.  We  feel  that  more  information  needs  to  be 
disseminated  and  more  safety  issues  need  to  be  addressed. 

We  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you  regarding  all  of  the  above  issues. 


Sincerely 


Frank  Buckley 
President, 

Squantum  Community  Association. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  154 

Squantum  Community  Association 
Franic  Bucldey,  President 


Code     Topic  1 


154.1 


Noise 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


Comment 


154.2   i  Air  Quality 


Impacts 


154.3   ;  Alternatives 


Runway  14/32 


The  possibility  of  the  increase  of  flights,  especially  over 
Squantum  will  also  increase  the  noise  level. 


As  flights  increase  so  will  the  discharge  and  the  potential 
for  pollutants  to  fall  from  the  sky. 


The  flight  pattern  that  will  increase  any  traffic  over  Moon 
Island  is  of  serious  concern  to  our  residents.  The  planes 
will  be  at  an  altitude  lower  than  the  1000  feet  which  is 
needed  in  order  to  maintain  safety.  A  misfired  bullet  could 
hit  the  fuel  tank  of  a  low  flying  plane.  Since  these  planes 
will  have  full  fuel  tanks,  a  disaster  is  sure  to  follow. 


Response 

In  1998, 77  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  jet  traffic  affected 
communities  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  airport- 
East  Boston,  Winthrop,  Revere,  parts  of  South  Boston, 
Dorchester,  Quincy,  Milton,  and  Braintree.  Without 
Runway  14/32,  as  much  as  88  percent  of 
Logan  Airport's  aircraft  operations  will  overfly  these 
communities  when  Logan  Airport  reaches 
37.5  million  passengers.  Constaiction  of  Runway  14/32  will 
allow  a  more  balanced  geographic  distribution  of 
aircraft  operations  over  populated  areas,  will  increase  the 
number  of  over-water  operations,  and  will  reduce 
noise  exposure  for  close-in  communities.  In  fact,  the 
most  heavily  impacted  communities  will  experience  a 
decrease  in  overflights  compared  to  1 998  levels.  With  the 
Preferred  Altemative,  when  Logan  Airport  reaches 
29  million  passengers,  overflights  from  Runway  4  arrivals  and 
Runway  22  departures,  which  affect  South  Boston,  Quincy, 
Milton,  and  Braintree,  will  decrease  from  107,861  in  1998  to 
58,305  operations. 


Although  VOC  emissions  increase  overtime  because  of 
increased  aircraft  operations  activity  at  Logan  Airport, 
emissions  are  lower  with  Alternatives  1  and  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  when  compared  to  the 
No  Action  Altemative.  The  decreases  are  attributable  to  both 
the  proposed  Runway  14/32  and  the  taxiway  improvements. 

Runway  14/32  will  reduce  jet  traffic  over  Moon  Island  from 
Runway  22  departures.  It  will  increase  the  number  of  anivals 
and  departures  over  the  hariaor  (Long  Island,  Rainsford 
Island,  Gallops  Island,  Georges  Island,  etc. 


Letter  154:  Squantum  Community  Association,  Frank  Buckley,  President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

154.4   :  Environmental     Public  Process  1  Very  little  has  been  done  to  prepare  the  South  Shore  and 
Review  the  Squantum  Community  for  the  impending  runway.  We 

Process  :  feel  that  more  information  needs  to  be  disseminated  and 

more  safety  issues  need  to  be  addressed. 


Response 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review 
process  during  the  preparation  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR.  Public  comments  were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it 
was  filed  during  the  summer  of  1995.  In  the  fall  of  1995, 
several  public  scoping  sessions  were  held  to  provide 
community  input  to  the  subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes 
for  the  project.  To  assure  that  the  Airside  analysis  was 
conducted  with  awareness  and  input  from  all  concemed 
parties,  the  Massport  Board  established  the  Airside  Review 
Committee  (ARC),  which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory 
Committee  (with  representatives  from  24  communities 
surrounding  Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry 
organizations.  Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants 
for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to 
professionally  assess  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the 
Airside  Study.  Between  1995  and  1999,  Massport  held 
16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an  additional  15  meetings  with 
just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings  with  the 
CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made 
29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent 
Logan  Airport" s  neighboring  communities,  and  Massport  held 
45  meetings  with  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching 
an  audience  of  more  than  3,000  people.  During  the  public 
comment  period  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the 
FAA  held  two  public  hearings. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key 
letters  written  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations 
from  the  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other 
independent  industry  experts. 


Letter  154:  Squantum  Community  Association,  Frank  Buckley,  President 
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LETTER  155 


Boston 


April  6,  1999 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention  MEPA  Office 
100  Cambridge  Street 
20'*'  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

I  am  wTiting  to  convey  seme  thoughts  regarding  the  Logan  ,\irport  Modernization  project 
and  to  give  our  support  for  the  initiative  that  includes  runway  14/32. 

Swissotel  Boston  is  a  500  room  deluxe  hotel  sited  in  downtown  Boston  serving  the 
business  and  leisure  communities  not  just  from  the  United  States  but  from  around  the 
world.  A  majority  of  our  guests  arrive  by  air,  hence  requiring  the  smooth  operation  of  a 
state  of  the  art  world  class  efficient  airport.  Delays,often  leading  to  cancellations,become 
a  business  hazard  that  need  not  be. 

Our  employee  base  is  directly  related  to  our  occupancy  and  occupancy  depends  greatly 
on  the  airport. 

Also,  I  believe  that  the  success  of  our  current  convention  center  and  the  anticipated 
success  of  our  future  convention  center  rely  heavily  on  a  world  class  airport. 

I  hope  your  agency  will  do  all  in  its  powers  to  aid  the  Legislation  for  this  worthy  goal. 


Sincerely,  // 


David  GibboW 
General  Manager 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  155 
Swissotel,  Boston 
David  Gibbons,  General  Manager 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

155.1  General 

1  am  writing  to  convey  some  thoughts  regarding  the  Logan 

Comment  noted. 

Support 

Airport  Modemization  project  and  to  give  our  support  for 

;  the  initiative  that  includes  Runway  14/32 

Letter  155:  Swissotel,  Boston,  David  Gibbons,  General  Manager 


Tufts  Associates 

■■■■■  Corporate  Benefits  Planning 


1208  VFW  Parkway.  Suite  300 
Boston.  MA  02132 

(617)  327-9600 

(6 17>  327-9677  Fax 


LETTER  156 


April  8,  1999 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

MEPA  Office 

100  Cambrdige  Street,  20th  fir. 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 


I  support  another  runway  at  Logan  which  would  alleviate  the  delay  problems.  As  a 
traveler,  I  have  frequently  circled  eastern  Mass.  waiting  to  land;  and  as  a  resident  of 
Milton,  I  often  witness  planes  circling  overhead  at  very  low  altitudes. 

Commerce  in  Boston  is  a  very  important  issue  to  me  as  a  business  person.  Instead 
of  using  the  old-fashioned,  Yankee  approach  to  public  infrastructure  of  "patch  and 
make  do"  with  the  attitude  of  "You  can't  get  there  from  here,"  or  "If you  don't  know 
the  way,  you  don't  belong  here,"  why  not  move  toward  a  user-friendly  airport  while 
simultaneously  supporting  regional  airports  and  rail  travel. 

It's  time  for  action. 


RE:  Logan  Airport 


Charles  K.  Tufts,  CLU,  ChFC 


emg 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAR  EIS/FiNAL  EIR 


Letter  156 
Tufts  Associates 
Charles  K.  Tufts,  CLU,  ChFC 


Code     Topici  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


156.1 


General 
Support 


I  support  another  runway  at  Logan  which  would  alleviate  Comment  noted, 
the  delay  problems. 


Letter  156:  Tufts  Associates,  Charles  K.  Tutts,  CLU,  ChFC 


u  s  AIRWAYS 


LETTER  157 


Rofacrt  A.  HucJ 
Vice  PieiiJeni 


April  8, 1999 


Mi.  Thomas  J.  Kinton,  Jr. 
Director  of  Aviation 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
One  Harborsidfl  Drive,  Suite  200S 
East  Boston,  MA  02 1 28-2909 

Dear  Mr.  Kinton: 

US  Airways,  which  carries  more  Boston  passengers  than  any  other  airline, 

strongly  supports  the  development  of  a  new  5,000  ft.  runway  and  other  air.side 
improvements  designed  to  reduce  delays  at  Logan  International  Airport 

As  you  know,  for  many  years,  restricted  airfield  capacity  at  Logan  has  resulted  in 
extensive  delays  for  our  Boston  passengers.  Because  of  the  "unbalanced"  nature  of 
Logan's  current  airfield  layout,  the  amount  of  useable  runway  capacity  changes 
dramatically  depending  on  the  direction  of  the  wind.  As  a  result,  not  only  does  Boston 
rank  sixth  in  delays  in  flie  U.S.,  but  the  occurrence  and  severity  of  those  delays  are 
particxilariy  unpredictable. 

In  order  for  US  Airways  and  other  airlines  to  provide  reliable  and  affordable  air 
service,  itis  important  that  we  be  able  to  operate  efiBciently.  Current  airfield  limitations 
at  Logan  do  not  permit  efficient  operaaons.  The  resulting  delays  are  costly  to  the  airlines 
and  both  costly  and  inconvenient  for  our  passengerv. 

As  with  other  major  cities,  Boston's  future  economic  health  will  depend  in  part  on 
having  reliable  air  transportation  links  to  national  and  international  markets.  Many  other 
cities,  including  Atlanta,  Miami,  Philadelphia,  San  Frarjcisco,  and  Seattle,  are  addressing 
this  challenge  by  improving  runway  cf^jacity.  To  remain  competitive,  Logan  must  move 
forward  as  well. 


Sincerely, 


/ 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  157 
US  Airways 
Robert  A.  Hazel,  Vice  President, 
Properties  and  Facilities 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

157.1 

Purpose  and 

Delay 

Need 

Comment 

In  order  for  US  Ainways  and  other  airlines  to  provide 
reliable  and  affordable  air  sen/ice,  it  is  important  that  we 
be  able  to  operate  efficiently.  Current  airfield  limitations  at 
Logan  do  not  permit  efficient  operations.  The  resulting 
delays  are  costly  to  the  airlines  and  both  costly  and 
inconvenient  for  our  passengers 


Response 

Comment  noted. 


Letter  157:  US  Ainways,  Robert  A.  Hazel,  Vice  President,  Properties  and  Facilities 


LETTER  158 


Telephone:  617-846-9898 
Fax:  617-846-9922 
Website:  www.winthropchamber.com 
E-mail:  winthropcofc@erols.com 


207  Hagman  Road 

Winthrop,  Massachusetts  02152-0005 


President 
Russ  Sanford 

Vice  President 
Golda  Zeltsar 

Trea<;urer 

James  H.  Marr,  P.P. 
Clerk 

Jeannie  P.  Belcher 

Board  of  Directors 
Joseph  Clark 
Phyllis  Fluet 
Eric  Heath 
Helen  Janielis 
Helen  Lanagan,  P.P. 
Belle  Liberman 
Lincoln  McKie 
Timothy  .McNamara 
Trudy  Montesano 
James  Polino 
Patricia  Sullivan 

Execiilive  Director 
Barbara  McNeil 


Apnl  12,  1999 


Statement  of  the  Winthrop  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Regarding  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning 
Project,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  of 
February,  1999. 


The  members  of  the  Winthrop  Chamber  of  Commerce  recognize 
the  economic  value  of  Logan  International  Airport  to  this  region. 
We  also  recognize  the  quality  of  life  issues  that  face  the  residents 
of  the  Winthrop  community.  The  health  of  the  business 
community  in  Winthrop  hinges  on  the  quality  of  life  present 
there.  This  Chamber  cannot  encourage  any  expansion  that  could 
create  additional  air  or  land  traffic,  additional  noise,  pollution, 
additional  fiiture  operations,  and/or  other  impacts. 

We  do  in  fact  recognize  the  potential  economic  benefits  to  other 
areas  of  the  Commonwealth  and  will  support  and  encourage  the 
development  of  regional  airports,  especially  for  but  not  limited  to 
commuter  flights.  We  feel  that  this  would  bolster  the  State's 
economy  and  would  allow  Logan  the  flexibility  it  needs  to 
address  the  needs  of  both  Boston  as  a  world  class  city,  and  of 
Logan's  neighbonng  communities. 


Executive  Assistant 
Paula  Fianertv 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Letter  158 

Winthrop  Chamber  of  Commerce 


Topic  2 


Comment 


This  Chamber  cannot  encourage  any  expansion  that 
could  create  additional  air  or  land  traffic,  additional  noise, 
pollution,  additional  future  operations,  and/or  other 
impacts 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


We...encourage  the  development  of  regional  airports, 
especially  for  but  not  limited  to  commuter  flights.  We  feel 
that  this  would  bolster  the  State's  economy  and  would 
allow  Logan  the  flexibility  it  needs  to  address  the  needs  of 
both  Boston  as  a  world  class  city,  and  of  Logan's 
neighboring  communities. 


Response 

Implementation  of  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massport's  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent 
Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenano,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5    High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

No  altematives  violate  the  NAAQS.  The  Preferred  Altemative 
shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  alternatives. 

Massport  considers  Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a  regional 
system  of  airports  that  includes  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional  airports.  Service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  growth  in  air  travel  demand.  Refer 
to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion 
of  the  roles  of  Logan  Airport  and  these  regional  airports  in  the 
eastern  New  England  aviation  system. 


Letter  158:  Winthrop  Chamber  of  Commerce 


